December 16, 1&B'° 

sliajll was born and raised, and the post’s 
Marshall Hall is named in his memory. 
The Uniontown Bypass is a modern 
highway providing quick and safe access 
to the entire Uniontown area .and will 
play an important role in .the economic 
development of the. area. 

General Marshall was one of America’s 
great statesman, and Uniontown resi- 
dents are especially pleased, to honor the 
General in this small but appropriate 
manner. 
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LEGISLATION INTRODUCED TO IN- 
CORPORATE Gold, star wives 
OF AMERICA 

HON. EDWIN B. FORSYTHE 

Or MW JERSEY 

IN the house of representatives 
Mandat/, December 15, 1975 

Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. Speaker, I re- 
cently Introduced legislation to incorpo- 
^te the Gold. Sfer., Wives of America. 

This national organization was estab- 
lished in 1945 by the widow's of members 
of the Armed Forces who died while in 
active service of their country. 

• A growing, active organization, it now 
has more than 2,000 energetic members 
located in every part of the Nation. 

The Gold 1 Star Wives, Mr. Speaker, 
have been seeking incorporation in the 
form of a Federal, charter for many 
years. Because the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee has refused to act on such iegisla- 
. tion ln the past, I decidedin.1973 to seek 
a District of Columbia incorporation so 
the Judiciary Committee could be by- 
passed. 

However, because the leadership of the 
organization strongly believes they 
should have a full Federal charter, I am 
sponsoring this legislation, which un- 
doubtedly will be referred to the House 
Judiciary Committee. 

Within the committee, however, there 
prevails an entirely new atmosphere sur- 
rounding Federal, legislation to incorpo- 
rate organizations. I believe the time is 
. right for the highly respectable Gold 
Star Wives of America to be federally 
incorporated. 

I know of no other group more deserv- 
ing of national incorporation. Its mem- 
bership is .composed of women who have 
experienced the great anguish of losing 
their husbands through active duty in 
the Armed Forces of our Nation. 

Their objectives are both praiseworthy 
significant; what more valuable con- 
tribution to society can be made than to 
bolster the fortitude and uplift the 
spirits, as well as to aid materially, the 
widows and children of those who paid 
me supreme sacrifice in the interest of 
th eir f ellow citizens ? 

The Gold Star Wives of America has 
a role, tp play that Is nationwide in scope 
and worthy of national recognition. The 
or £f a uJ z ation has similar noteworthy ac- 
complishments to those made by our 
memos’ and adjunct organizations 
which have been granted national char- 
ters, In additions, for several years Gold 
Star Wives of America has been partici- 
pating actively in the Annual Women's 
Forum on National Security, which is 


composed of 16 organizations which have 
received Federal charters. 

I have been informed by the officers of 
this organization that its goals could be 
more effectively and easily attained if it 
were incorporated at the national level. 
The scope of its membership and busi- 
ness now transcends any one State or 
group of States. Its declared purposes 
and activities extend to the widows and 
children of servicemen killed who live 
in every section of the country, and the 
number of chapters doubled in a short 
time, as hundreds of new widows turned 
to Gold Star Wives of America for as- 
sistance with their financial and emo- 
tional problems. Its officers and board 
members reside in such scattered States 
as Massachusetts, Washington,. Califor- 
nia, Colorado, Kansas, Minnesota, Vir- 
ginia, Missouri, Louisiana, Kentucky, 
New Jersey, Illinois, Arkansas, Florida, 
and Indiana. In every sense of the term 
and in all aspects of its operations this 
is truly a national organization dedicated 
to significant national purposes. 

The Gold Star Wives of America has 
repeatedly been hindered and prevented 
from giving assistance to the young 
widows who desperately need the help 
that could have been available to them 
through this organization, solely because 
of their lack of a Federal charter. Efforts 
to make the Gold Star Wives of America 
known through survivor assistance of- 
ficers at military installations have been 
refused on the basis that the organiza- 
tion is not recognized as a reputable or- 
ganization, while in other instances, con- 
tacts at military bases have resulted in 
inquiries to the Department of Defense 
as to the reliability of Gold Star Wives 
of America. Officials of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, I am advised, have sug- 
gested that a Federal charter should be 
priority legislation for Gold Star Wives 
of America, as a means of establishing 
the status and integrity of this relatively 
young organization. The organization 
could thus acquire the respect and sta- 
ture which come only to those organiza- 
tions who are so recognized by the 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I have carefully exam- 
ined the criteria set forth in 1969 in the 
Standards for the Granting of Federal 
Charters by subcommittees of the Sen- 
ate and House Committees on the Judi- 
ciary. In every aspect it appears to me 
that the Gold Star Wives of America, 
Inc., more than measures up to those 
required standards. It is clearly a nation- 
al permanent organization operating in 
the public interest; the character of this 
organization is such that chartering by 
the Congress as a Federal corporation is 
the only appropriate form of incorpora- 
tion; it is solely a patriotic, nonprofit, 
nonpartisan organization devoted to 
civic and membership betterment; and 
it aspires to provide nationwide services 
which cannot be adequately organized 
without a nationally granted charter. 

The objects and purposes of the Gold 
Star Wives of America are most com- 
mendable. In addition to honoring the 
memory of loved ones who paid the su- 
preme sacrifice while serving in the 
Armed Forces of the United States, it is 
committed to assisting their widows and 


children, both materially and spiritually. 
One of its stated goals, for example, is to 
provide the benefits of a happy, health- 
ful, and wholesome life to minor children 
of persons who died in the service of our 
country. Another aim is to promote ac- 
tivities and interests designed to foster 
among its members the proper mental 
attitude to face the future with courage. 
Direct aid to the widows and children of 
former servicemen is likewise an obliga- 
tion which this organization has as- 
sumed. I am pleased to note also that 
the Gold Star Wives of America have 
dedicated themselves to the noble cause 
of safeguarding and transmitting to pos- 
terity the principles of justice, freedom, 
and democracy for which members of our 
armed services fought and died. They 
have likewise pledged themselves to as- 
sist in upholding the Constitution and 
laws of the United States of America, 
and to inculcate a sense of individual ob- 
ligation to the community. State, and 
Nation. In all these respects this orga- 
nization deserves the treatment which 
Congress has previously accorded other 
similar national groups. 

Mr. Speaker, our colleague in the Sen- 
ate, Senator Bayh of Indiana, introduced 
similar legislation in the other body on 
June 24, 1975. 1 strongly urge the prompt 
consideration be given to the adoption of 
these bills for incorporation of the Gold 
Star Wives of America in order that the 
organization can have the national 
stature and corporate structure so essen- 
tial to implement achievement of its very 
desirable purposes. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
DAY CARE ASSOCIATION 


HON. RICHARDSON PREYER 

OT NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, December 15, 1975 

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to share with my colleagues a posi- 
tion statement from the North Carolina 
Day Care Association regarding child 
care delivery systems. I share the con- 
cern of the Association about the Federal 
Inter-Agency Day Care Requirements— 
FIDCR’s — of 1968 now incorporated into 
Federal law through the enactment of 
the Social Security Amendments of 1974. 

One of the primary differences be- 
tween the Federal requirements and 
most State licensing requirements are 
those requirements which call for more 
staff and space. These differences can 
make a dramatic difference in the cost 
of providing this care. Congress has 
mandated a study of the impact of the 
FIDCR’s and I offer this statement for 
your consideration as this matter is fur- 
ther studied by the Congress: 

North Carolina Day Care Association- 
Position Statement on Child Care Deliv- 
ery Systems Revision: Adopted August 7, 
1975 

The NCDCA promotes these premises as 
vital to child care In our state and nation: 


1. The child is the responsibility of the 
parent (s) . The community has. the responsi- 
bility for providing services to help in the 
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development of every child to his fullest, po- 
tential. The community also has the respon- 
sibility for providing Information to assist 
parents in (he selection of these services. 

2. Quality child care service should be 
available in every community to every child 
whose family needs and wants them. Child 
care services should be diverse enough to 
meet the varied needs of different children in 
different families and allow the parents 
choice In what program best fits their child’s 
needs. 

3. On the basis of need, public funds 
should be used to enable the parent(s) to 
exeriese their responsibility and right to pur- 
chase child care. All barriers to the flow of 
public funds should be removed so that all 
existing child care programs, both public and 
private, are being utilized and government 
operated programs are Initiated only when 
services cannot be provided under private 
auspices. 

S. 622: “ENERGY FLIM FLAM” 

HON. WILLIS D. GRADISON, JR. 

OP OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, December 15, 1975 
Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
shocked that the Congress of the United 
States would play games with an issue 
as Important as our national energy 
policy. 

In an area where there Is an urgent 
need for comprehensive, foresighted leg- 
islation to meet our future energy needs, 
the Congress has chosen the politically 
easy way out, rolling back oil prices until 
after the next election then allowing 
them to rise until controls are lifted. This 
legislation is politics at its most cynical. 

The energy bill we are considering 
today makes a serious mistake in treat- 
ing the American people as “economic 
Illiterates,” to quote an apt phrase from 
the Cincinnati Poet. Supporters of the 
bill would have us believe that this Is a 
consumer bill. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

S. 622 Ignores the damage that a tem- 
porary price rollback would cause a t this 
time. A rollback would encourage con- 
sumption precisely at a time we are try- 
ing to reduce gasoline usage. It will In- 
crease Imports precisely when we are 
seeking to reduce our dependence on for- 
eign sources. It will discourage domestic 
production when we wish to become en- 
ergy independent. 

Finally, it will create legislated short- 
ages and long lines at the gas stations. 
Passage of this bill will put the United 
States at the mercy of the OPEC nations 
through their ability to set the market 
price of oil. 

Congress needs to pursue long range 
policies which will encourage domestic 
exploration and development of our en- 
ergy supplies. I will continue to support 
gradual elimination of price controls on 
oil together with a windfall profits tax. 
This tax is necessary to assure that ad- 
ditional revenues are plowed back Into 
continued energy research and develop- 
ment rather than used to further enrich 
the oil companies. 

Mr. Speaker, It is time we stopped play- 
ing “politics as usual” in Congress ant: 
got down to the tough decisions needed 


jn pressing issues. I believe the American 
teople will no longer stand for this kind 
if politically-motivated policymaking, 
m which Congressmen look out for them- 
selves first and the Nation second. 

As an indication of the failure of Con- 
gress to fool the American people on this 
issue, I am including copies of two edi- 
torials from Cincinnati papers, the Cin- 
cinnati Post and the Cincinnati Enquirer. 

[From the Cincinnati Enquirer, Nov. 13, 
1975] 

A Self-Defeating Law 


It is the very Kind ol program to “benefit” 
the American consumer that has put us in 
bondage to the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries (OPEC) and that the 
Congress has just adopted in trying to legis- 
late lower petroleum prices. 

From the early 1950s on, it was the con- 
scious policy of the federal government, both 
Congress and the executive, to Increase pros- 
perity by holding down the cost of gasoline, 
jet fuel, heating oil and natural gas. 

Prosperity is a much-desired and worthy 
goal, but the national energy policy was 
shortsighted and self-defeating in the long 
run. 

We have given the 13 member nations of 
OPEC the power to set the price of crude oil, 
and with that the steadily rising price of re- 
fined petroleum products. We have done so 
by deliberately making ourselves dependent 
on this source of energy, and discouraging 
both domestic production of it and economic 
use of it by holding the price down. The 
chasm between the needs of the nation and 
the price-conBumption policy of the federal 
government is most strikingly and painfully 
clear in the shortage of natural gas. 

By seeking to decree that the price of a 
barrel of domestically produced petroleum 
shall be only about two-third of that of im- 
ported oil over the next few years, the Con- 
gress is hurting the national economy and 
undercutting the very prosperity it seeks to 
promote. 

At the legislated price of petroleum the 
Congress would have, Americans are going to 
use ever more OPEC petroleum. 

They will do so because mixing domestic 
and foreign crude oil together in price low- 
ers the net price by about ft fourth. That as- 
sumes the present ratio of about 40% im- 
ported oil to 60% domestic oil. The lower 
price encourages consumption without, how- 
ever, generating an equal increase in supply. 

The Congress fails to legislate greater sup- 
plies because it controls neither the decisions 
of the OPEC nations on the price at which 
they will be willing to sell their oil nor the 
decisions of the American petroleum indus- 
try on production here at home. 

The Congress can, of course,' influence 
those decisions. The influence hi this piece of 
legislation is negative. It discourages domes- 
tic production by the artificially low ceiling 
price set on our own petroleum and by al- 
lowing the petroleum industry to pass 
through to the consumer the costs of im- 
ported oil. There is no short-term profit loss 
to the industry from the legislation, al- 
though there is a long-term profit gain that 
it would he forced to forgo. 

This is a bad piece of legislation. It de- 
serves to be vetoed by President Ford. 

[From the Cincinnati Post, Nov. 19, 1975] 
Energy Flimflam 

With its eye fixed firmly on the 1976 elec- 
tion, Congress has decided on an energy bill 
that is good politics and bad national policy. 

And what may be worse, President Ford, 
who knows better, is reported by his aides 
to be leaning toward signing Congress’ handi- 
work. 

The measure treats Americans like eco- 
nomic illiterates, believing that they will be 


so grateful for temporal ily cheaper gaso- 
line that they will overloc k long-term dam- 
age to the country. 

If Ford swallows the bilk it would promptly 
roll back the average pr ce of a barrel of 
domestic crude oil by 12 >er cent, from the 
present level of *8,75 to $' .66. 

That is designed to cut tne price of gasoline 
by 3.5 cents a gallon. Under its complicated 
provisions, the bill would keep gas prices 
down until the election it; safely past. Then 
they would start rising and would be 3.6 
cents above today's prices when price con- 
trols expire in 40 months. 

The plan is an ingenious one to allow con- 
gressmen to posture as cha mpions of the con- 
sumer and promote the re-election of as 
many as possible. But it would be harmful in 
at least three major ways. 

By artificially lowering gasoline prices, it 
would encourage consumption when con- 
servation should be the watchword. 

By cutting the oil industry’s income, which 
is already slipping, it would cause a drop in 
exploration and a faster decline in domestic 
oil production. 

As a result of using mo e fuel and produc- 
ing less, this country would have to import 
more high-priced foreign oil. now 40 per cent 
of overall consumption. 

Inevitably we would become more depend- 
ent on the pricing and supply whims of the 
OPEC cartel and more vulnerable to another 
embargo. 

Apart from its basic laws, the measure 
contains a number of usel to provisions. These 
Include requiring Detroit to produce more 
fuel-efficient cars; setting energy standards 
for household appliances building up an oil 
reserve to protect against an embargo, and 
helping small coal operators to increase out- 
put. 

Such steps toward a sensible energy policy 
show that Congress can < o better on the oil- 
price issue — if President Ford vetoes its flim- 
flam and demands an henest bill. 


1 


ANGOTjA IS OUR «BW VIETNAM 


HON. HERMAN BADILLO 

OF NEW TOEK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, December 15, 1975 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, Sunday, 
the New York Time?’ story on the wors- 
ening situation in Angola stated: 

When the United Sta es finally evacuated 
Saigon in defeat, a natio nal debate on Amer- 
ican policy seemed imminent. It never really 
occurred. . . . Now the same subject seems 
to have returned, called Angola: American 
and Russian power am influence colliding 
in distant places that are in, as Mr. Kennedy 
said, a small world. 

And what has changed since the end 
of our involvement ir Vietnam? Appar- 
ently not much. CIA i Jirector Colby tells 
us that his Interpretation of the War 
Powers Act does not j reclude “paramili- 
tary operation.” And so, Henry Kissinger 
and William Colby have consulted, and, 
now the $25 million of the taxpayer’s 
money has been spent covertly, we are 
asked to believe that this is another in- 
volvement in the Am< rican interest. 

The parallels with Vietnam must be 
drawn and reinforced We have been told 
that the Communists have put much 
more money and arms into Angola than 
we have and so we l ave to “catch up.” 
Yet in doing so we have aligned ourselves 
with South Africa— a country whose poli- 
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cies we loudly proclam as being repug- 
nant to us. As in Vietnam, we proclaim 
the right of the people to determine their 
own future, and yet we have allied our- 
selves with factions in Angola that are 
so weak that they are almost certainly 
doomed to failure. 

And yet we persist. Despite the fact 
that, we may lose close allies like Zaire 
and Zambia, despite the fact that Africa- 
watehers have been advising against our 
involvement for many months, and most 
of 611, despite the War Powers Act, the 
Secretary of State has once again chosen 
the, imperial route of unilateral action 
in the formulation of our foreign policy. 
It 1; my fervent hope that before the 
Congress recesses, we will assert our 
_ role as aii equal partner in the policy- 
making process, and Inform the admin- 
istration just how antithetical our con- 
tinued involvement in the affairs of an- 
other country is to the Congress. 

Sffhe following articles from yesterday’s 
and today's. New York Times clearly 
define the situation in Angola, and the 
folly of our role: 

No Questions, Please 
: '" (By Anthony Lewis) 

Boston, December 14. — In the last six 
months the Ford Administration has secretly 
supplied $25 million hi arms and money to 
factions it favors in .Angola. The President 
has just approved another $25 million. Amer- 
ican pilots are flying ffve American artillery 
spotter planes in and out of Angola from 
neighboring Zaire. 

The Angola operation Is already one of the 
largest covert actions ever mpunted by the 
United States outside Indochina, and It 
raises large question's of policy. Does the An- 
golan faction we oppose, which gets aid 
from the Soviet Union and Cuba, threaten 
American Interests?’ Is there any realistic 
chance of defeating It, or Is the prospect an 
endless struggle without success? And more. 

But there is a fundamental question of 
process before those of policy. If American 
action fs needed, why should It be clandes- 
tine? Why has our policy on so dangerous 
a problem been made and executed In secret? 

The answer given la that U.S. aid might 
embE.rrass the recipients if sent openly. 
American motives are suspect In Africa these 
days, in part because of leftist bias but also 
because of the record of American activities 
In the Congo, Chile and elsewhere., 

But an operation as large as that In An- 
gola could hardly be expected to remain 
secret for long, so that answer is less than 
persuasive. In any event, the Angola action 
has now been disclosed in considerable de- 
tail — by unnamed sources wbo sound, very 
much like the CXA. Continuing to handle 
the policy covertly Is not likely to avoid em- 
barre.ssment. 

The Angolan affair. In fact, makes clear 
what must often be the real reason that offi- 
cials choose the covert path, it is more con- 
venient. It allows policy to be made by a 
handful of men who know best. It avoids 
annoying questions by Congress, the public 
and experts within the executive branch. 

After Vietnam, an open decision to Inter- 
vene in an armed struggle thousands of miles 
from the United States and outside our tra- 
ditional sphere of Interest would surely have 
aroused some questions. There Is no need for 
conjecture. Seymour M. Hersh of The New 
York Times has disclosed that,ther j e,w§§.8 0 .fc_ 
ernment'al opposition to t he Aiyylan polic y— 

, ^sefciiUlfe^^of^to^Klsslnger made the deci- 
sion for military aid against the advice of 
his own Assistant Secretary for Africap. Af- 
fairs. Nathaniel Davis. Mr. Davis felt so 


strongly about It that he quit the job last 
August. Since then Mr. Kissinger has cut 
down the flow of cables on Angola to the 
department's African specialists and even 
to the Bureau of Intelligence and Research, 
which also opposed his decision. 

Mr. Davis Is said to have seen three main 
dangers in the growing U.S. involvement in 
Angola. The factions we favor' are so weak 
that tire policy probably will not work. A 
prolonged struggle ending in failure would 
deeply damage the two African figures on 
whom we most rely, Presidents Kaunda of 
Zambia and Mobutu of Zaire. And the United 
States may, become identified with white 
South Africa. 

Those arguments look rather convincing 
today, after a direct South African military 
intervention In Angola and after the decline 
in the fortunes of the Angolan groups fa- 
vored by the Ford Administration. But right 
or wrong, the arguments should have been 
heard — heard by someone other than Henry 
Kissinger. 

Under the American system, secret deci- 
sions by one official or a few are wrong in, 
principle. They also tend to be wrong In 
practice. Whatever good we can Imagine co- 
vert operations doing, what they actually did 
is evident enough In the major examples: 
Vietnam, Laos, Cuba. 

Kenry Kissinger’s record makes It particu- 
larly unwise to leave policy on Angola largely 
in his hands. A National Security Council 
memorandum drafted under his direction in 
1970 predicted continued Portuguese power 
In Angola, and thereafter some help was giv- 
en to Portugal in its colonial war. This ab- 
surd episode Is described by Tad Szulc in the 
current Issue of Foreign Policy. 

But the point is much larger than the 
specifics of Angola. Our attitude toward that 
affair will really Indicate whether we have 
learned from Vietnam and Watergate and 
the rest how much harm we do to ourselves 
by secrecy — by letting a handful of officials 
mak e policy without public examination of 
the preanises. 

The worst danger of covert action on such 
a scale Is that It may commit the United 
States to a position and make extrication 
awkward. That may indeed be the intention. 
The time to stop the process Is now. Senator 
Dick Clark of Iowa has a foreign aid bill 
amendment that would bar any Angolan aid 
unless Congress has authorized It. That pro- 
posal takes no position on the rights or 
wrongs In Angola. It would simply make sure 
that the country has a constitutional op- 
portunity to look out for quagmires before 
taking this large step. 

The Mini-Vietnam in Angola 
(By C. L. Sulzberger) 

Windhoek, South-West Africa, — The An- 
golan mess bears some resemblance to Viet- 
nam, If on a smaller scale. The civil war 
started among rival nationalists after the 
principle of independence had been gained 
and foreigners Intervened to suit their global 
Interests. But, unlike Vietnam, no great- 
power intruder came from regions near the 
chosen battlefield. 

The external forces Involved aren’t stran- 
gers to the game. The United States has at 
various times exerted tangible influence to 
attain policy goals In Zaire (formerly the 
Belgian Congo). The Soviet Union has in- 
vested much in unproductive attempts to 
control Zaire, Sudan and Egypt, and in areas 
where success was achieved, notably Somalia. 

over »„d,sea4s^aeaaiflgjaoney. engineers and 
J|ljttrv Rxnerta to various lands Including 
Zaire, Tanzania and Mozambique. 

Eyeryone has used one or another form of 
mercenaries: unemployed professional sol- 
diers or military, units from smaller ideologi- 
cal allies. Thus, Russia has been employing 
commando troops from its little client, Cuba, 


on African assignments since the 1960’s. 
North Korean officers are on a training mis- 
sion in Zaire. 

All these factors play a role in the civil 
war that has engulfed Angola, Just north of 
South-West Africa (controlled by Pretoria) . 
Three principal guerrilla groups are fighting 
each other to gain ascendancy and an odd 
mixture of foreign nations are directly In- 
volved. 

The Popular Movement for the Liberation 
of Angola, headed by Agostinlio Neto, which 
seems at present to have an upper hand, is 
heavily backed by the Soviet Union. There is 
evidence that Soviet advisers are helping Neto 
in Luanda, his capital, and that Moscow has 
sent him an extensive Inventory of arms. 

Standing loyally with Russia is Fidel 
Castro, who has dispatched between three 
and five thousand Cuban regulars to spear- 
head M.P.L.A. attacks. The Cubans are the 
only large non-African combat force in An- 
gola. Several hundred of them are combat 
veterans of the Independence struggle In 
Guinea-Bissau. 

The two antl-M.Pim. guerrilla forces, 
UNITA (National Union for the Total Inde- 
pendence of Angola), and F.NX.A. (Front 
for the National Liberation of Angola) , have 
joined In uneasy alliance. UNITA is led by 
Jonas Savimbl and F.N.L.A. by Holden Ro- 
berto, brother-in-law of Zaire's President Mo- 
butu. This coalition Is at present supported 
by Communist China, the United States 
Zaire and South Africa. 

The United States uneasily opposes the 
threat of a Soviet-dominated Angola that 
would provide Russia with naval and air 
bases and a strong-point aimed at the enor- 
mous mineral wealth of Southern Africa and 
Zaire. Even If Moscow proves unable to con- 
trol these resources, It would be In a position 
to deny them to others with its strong navy. 

Washington Is well aware of this danger 
and the Soviet threat to move into the South 
Atlantic as It has in the Indian Ocean, but it 
Is leery of direct involvement because of Its 
Vietnam experience. China has less of a 
complex- 

Last June Mr. Roberto boasted: "All my 
troops have been trained by the Chinese.” 
Whether Chinese Instructors are still with 
F.L.N.A. cannot be proved and some reports 
claim Peking la diminishing its role. But 
China Is concerned with Its third-world rela- 
tions and Is extra-susceptible to copper-pro- 
ducing states, from Chile to Zambia and 
Zaire, where Roberto’s brother-in-law Is boss. 

South Africa, for its part, fears Soviet ef- 
forts to spread revolutionary propaganda in 
South-West Africa and also through the Af- 
rican National Council in the republic Itself. 
Small South African forces have been sta- 
tioned twenty miles Inside southern Angola 
with instructions to engage In hot pursuit, if 
necessary, 200 miles northward. There are 
South African advisers and armor farther 
north and its troops apparently control Sar 
da Bandeira airfield south of Huambo. 

It is still early to forecast how the Angolan 
contest will end. So far the Soviet Union has 
shown great resolve but, In the past. Its stay- 
ing power in West Africa has not been Im- 
pressive. China, on the other hand, has been 
courting the black states for years and its 
Ideological practices have considerable ap- 
peal. But African nations have not been nota- 
ble for tying themselves inexorably to anv 
ideological creed. ’ 

The outcome In Angola 77r and its eventual 
Implic ations — may be affected by any United 
Stales' He termination to step up its role or 
even by the import of further mercenaries by 
one or another competing group. Well- 
trained professional soldiers with good weap- 
ons have shown they can have considerable 
effect on African battlefields. 

The Black Companies now being led around 
Angola by Cuban ideologues or white officer 
hirelings are every bit as important as the 
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White Companies of unemployed English 
knights who settled arguments between Ital- 
ian city-states following the Hundred Years 
War. But this time the ultimate strategic re- 
percussions might echo on a global scale. 

Communism and the War in Angola 
(By George M. Houser) 

The conflict of opposing political move- 
ments for control of an Independent Angola 
is rapidly escalating Into an International 
confrontation reminiscent of Vietnam, and 
United States spokesmen are grossly distort- 
ing the real Issues involved. 

Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger has 
pointed an accusing finger at the Soviet 
Union and Cuba for intervening In Angola. 
Characteristically, United Nations Ambassa- 
dor Daniel P. Moynihan went further when 
he said that Soviet Involvement In Angola 
was a ftrst step In the colonizing of the whole 
continent. But little is said about reported 
United States military aid sent to Angola. 

American spokesmen are simplistically 
portraying the Angolan conflict as ‘'Commu- 
nism” versus "anti-Commusism.” The Popu- 
lar Movement for the Liberation of Angola 
(M.P.L.A.), whose government at Luanda 
has been recognized by sixteen African states 
(33 countries in all), is constantly described 
as “Marxist," “Soviet-backed” or JURt “Com- 
munist.” The National Front for the Libera- 
tion of Angola (F.N.L.A.) and the National 
Union for the Total Independence of Angola 
(UNITA) are called “anti-Communlst.” 

Before any portion of the American people 
respond to any call for Vietnam veterans to 
join the fight against Communism in Angola, 
several Important factors should be con- 
sidered. What about the Communism of the 
M.P.L.A.? 

I have been in touch with the leaders of 
this movement for many years, most re- 
cently last March when I was in Angola, 
where I met with members of all three polit- 
ical movements. They make no secret of a 
basically socialist orientation in their design 
for Angola. 

In a continent where there is little pri- 
vate accumulation of capital, socialism of 
one sort or another is an accepted norm. 
Capitalism Is a reality in most of Africa only 
through the interests of foreign corporations 
and enterprises. So organizing a society along 
socialist lines is to be expected. 

Such a form of social organization should 
not automatically end United States willing- 
ness to maintain friendly relations. And In- 
deed the United States has recently agreed to 
diplomatic relations with Guinea-Bissau and 
Mozambique, counties In which the political 
parties (African Parties for the Independence 
of Guinea and Cape Verde and the Front for 
the Liberation of Mozambique) have pro- 
grams very similar to that of the M.P.L.A. 

In fact, all three had been joined in an al- 
liance against Portuguese colonialism for 
more than fifteen years. Why then does the 
United States treat the M.P.L.A. differently? 

The Issue is portrayed as Soviet influence 
and control In Angola. Soviet support of the 
M.P.L.A. is not new. It goes back to the be- 
ginning of the armed conflict In Angola in 
1961. Scandinavian countries gave support to 
the M.P.L.A., too. The M.P.L.A. would have 
been glad to take help form wherever it was 
offered — even from the United States. 

Where was the United States during the 
years of struggle? It was firmly welded into 
an alliance with Portugal and had a policy 
of avoiding C CT rtuu »ri: with : the liberation 
movements in Portuguese cbldfiles. • 

Tlie United States limited its “support” to 
high-sounding statements on the right to 
self-determination. The MP.L.A. has little 
reason to be grateful to the United States. 
M.P.L.A. support from the Soviet Union does 
not mean Soviet control in Angola. It has not 
meant this In Mozambique, Guinea-Bissau, 
or Cape Verde. 


Some Americans may find this difficult to 
understand In view of our widespread biases 
against the Soviet Union and Communism. 
But these political movements, after long 
years of combat against the Portuguese, will 
not easily accept domination by a new foreign 
power. It is a gross and demeaning distortion 
of reality to present the men and women of 
M.P.L.A. as Soviet puppets. And certainly the 
Cubans are not taking over Angola. 

There is a second distortion involved In 
official United States Interpretation of events 
in Angola. Spokesmen have said virtually 
nothing about United States involvement in 
Angola. Covert United States support for 
the F.N.L.A. and UNITA was admitted in 
testimony before the Senate Foreign - Rela- 
tions Committee on Nov. 6 by William E. 
Colby, the Director of Central Intelligence, 
and Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary of state 
for Political Affairs. 

The New York Times reported Friday that, 
according to a high-ranking Government of- 
ficial, the United States had sent $26 million 
in arms and support funds to Angola over 
the last three months and planned to send 
325 million more in supplies. The official said 
that the first sum had been distributed by 
the Central Intelligence Agency. 

This aid has gone principally through the 
Government of Zaire, which since 1962 has 
been the mainstay of the F.N.L.A., the most 
conservative of the Angolan parties. 

Major publications here and abroad have 
reported that United States transports have 
been flying daily from Zaire into F.N.L.A. 
military centers in northern Angola, such as 
Ambriz, with guns, ammunition and gas. 

For Mr. Kissinger and other United States 
leaders to point the Anger at the Soviet 
Union and make no mention of United 
States involvement in the conflict in An- 
gola is hypocritical. 

United States spokesmen have made no 
mention of South Africa’s growing inter- 
vention In Angola. Presumably the involve- 
ment of this white-supremacist state is an 
embarrassment the United States would pre- 
fer to ignore. But this involvement is an im- 
portant development in the Angolan conflict, 
with far-reaching repercussions. It was the 
incursion of South African troops that has 
led Nigeria’s “moderate” Government — even 
in United States Government eyes — to rec- 
ognize the M.P.L.A. government in Luanda. 

There can be no doubt about the growing 
South African intervention. When I was in 
Zambia in early November, I was told by high 
Zambian officials that at that time South 
African troops and some dissident Portu- 
guese mercenaries from Angola and Mozam- 
bique had already occupied a strip fifty miles 
deep across southern Angola. 

South African columns have penetrated 
hundreds of miles into the interior, with 
many casualties reported and at least one 
reconnaissance plane shot down. 

An Immediate objective of South Africa 
is to use the Angolan fighting as a smoke- 
screen behind which It can eliminate the 
forces of S.W.A.P.O. (Southwest African Peo- 
ple’s Organization, the main liberation 
movement of Namibia) from northern Nam- 
ibia and southern Angola. 

Namibia — South Africa calls it South-West 
Africa — is the territory occupied by South 
Africa in defiance of United Nations deci- 
sions that even the United States has sup- 
ported. 

South Africa sees the Angolan conflict as 
the real beginning of the war for its own 
sicvivad as. a white-dominated state in 
couhtiwrrr , yearn South Africa has 

been attempting W build, itself Into the 


golan elements, is directly abetting South. 
African strategy. It Is r,ot helping the An- 
golans preserve their independence but mak- 
ing them victims of the most reactionary 
force In Africa. It would be a tragedy for 
the United States to repeat the errors of 
Vietnam because It looks upon the Angolan 
conflict as an occasion for another anti- 
communist crus-ode. 


“INTEGRITY IN THE BUSINESS 
LANDSCAPE,” AN ARTICLE BY 
STANLEY MARCUS 


HON. JOHN BRADEMAS 

OF- INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, December 15, 1975 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most, thoughtful and public spirited 
business leaders in the United States Is 
Mr. Stanley Marcus, chairman of Nei- 
man-Marcus of Dallas, Tex. 

I believe that every Member of the 
House of Representatives and Senate will 
read with great Interest the following 
article by Mr. Marcus “Integrity in the 
Business Landscape,” published in the 
New York Times of December 15, 1975. 

The article, which follows, was ex- 
cerpted from an address Mr. Marcus de- 
livered in Omaha. Neb. : 

IuTEGitrrr in the Business Landscape 
(By Stanley Marcus) 

There is a massive less of faith In the 
business community by the American peo- 
ple— -and perhaps a loss of faith on the part 
of businessmen as well. 

Let’s not kid ourselves into believing that 
the negative attitude toward business is 
merely part of an “anti-E.itabllshment” mood 
throughout the nation. It is a lot more 
specific than that — and t lot more justified 
than that. 

Americans still believe in the free-enter- 
prise system. They have no quarrel with 
profit-making. But they do have a quarrel 
with unethical and questionable business 
practices conducted at tl.e public expense. 

They do have a quari el with companies 
which pollute our water and air and are ap- 
parently indifferent to the hazards of pollu- 
tion until the Government Intervenes. 

They do have a quarrel with that majority 
of businesmen who have fought and ob- 
structed and delayed e/e ry piece of pro- 
gressive legislation enacted during this 
century. 

Who among the business community today 
would seriously propose that Congress repeal 
our child-labor laws — or the Sherman Anti- 
trust Act? The Federal Reserve Act. the 
Securities Exchange Act? Or workman’s com- 
pensation? Or Social Secarity? Or minimum 
wage? Or Medicare? Or civil rights legisla- 
tion? 

All of us today recognise that such legisla- 
tion is an integral part of our system: that 
it has made us a stronger, more prosperous 
nation — and, in the long run, has been good 
for business. But we can take precious little 
credit for any of the social legislation now 
on the books, for business vigorously opposed 
most of tins legislation. 

I wonder sometuneb il we really believe in 


the free-enterprise system. When those who 
Western alliance on the back of thA antin': ijaava th& greatest stake in it often turn out 
Communist cause. Now South Africa is call- to be itsr prim tm nat m teE, ' l wonder If free 


ing for the Western alliance to stop a "take- 
over" in Angola. 

The current United States position, sup- 
porting the most conservative internal An- 


enterprise can survive. 

Can it survive when some of its greatest 
proponents seem determined to strangle the 
life force of the system- -competition — with 
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though exports are vital and must be main- 
tained, the American consumer must never 
again be forced to subsidize foreign sales. 

Access to Arrjerlcan grain supplies must In- 
stead be assured on a, basis consistent with 
maintaining reasonable food prices at home. 
That objective can be accomplished by es- 
tablishing an export policy in place of the 
stop and go non-policies of fhe . Republican 
Administration— non-policies which rob con- 
sumers, farmers and our trading partners 
alike. The policy I advocate would set mini- 
mum and maximum quantities for all major 
foreign buyers, so that fluctuations In de- 
mands will be .smoother by requiring Import- 
ing nations to accumulate stocks in times 
of high world production. .Our Government’s 
approval would be needed for. a country to 
buy more — or less— than the agreed amounts. 
To assure, adequate . domestic supplies, the 
United States would announce, to the world 
Its domestic requirements, as well a.s its 
commitment to foreign customers and less 
developed countries. We would make It clear 
that those supply requirements would be 
met by whatever management devices are 
required. . 

As an. essential, element of our. .export pol- 
icy, the United States should, take the lead 
In, creating, with other exporting and Im- 
porting nations an international reserve pro- 
gram, for grains — as called for by the World 
Pood Conference. Such a reserve would serve 
not only the interests of the participating 
countries but also our moral obligation to 
the hungry. 

These policies would not displace the free 
enterprise ; system. Bather, they would put 
that system to work for people by taking the 
shocks out of. .supermarket purchases and 
farm sales. J3ut. we uyust recognize that the 
system win not work if farmers and con- 
sumers are, pitted against each other in a 
struggle which can end only in losses for 
both. The compact between farmers and com 
Burners which I propose guarantees neither 
group everything it might wish. As in any 
partnership, there are risks to be shared and 
hard choices to be m ade. The accommodation 
of 'conflicting Interests which I propose 
means some give and take by all. The reserve 
system puts a celling on the prices consum- 
ers must pay In bad crop years, Just as It 
sets a floor under the prices farmers will get 
In surplus crop years. I believe American 
farmers and consumers will accept this. 

To cement the. new alliance between farm- 
ers arid consumers, we must also focus at- 
tention on those trends In equipment manu- 
facturing, food processing and agricultural 
marketing, that work against the interests 
of producers and families alike. When, ac- 
cording to the Federal Trade Commission, 
supermarkets enjoy a. 16 % return on in- 
vestment, when monopoly in the manu- 
facture of farm machinery costs farmers a 
quarter of a billion, dollars each year, when 
monopolistic meatpacking robs consumers 
of a half a billion dollars annually, when 
bread prices rise nearly 17% at the same 
time flour prices fall 25%, and when shoppers 
continue to be misled by labeling and ad- 
vertising that distorts the truth about nutri- 
tion, It doesn’t take an expert to conclude 
that inanufacturers and middlemen need 
to be brought Into line— and fast. It’s not 
enough to talk about vigorous antitrust 
enforcement in litigation that will take 
years and may consume millions of dollars. 

In food, as in fuel and medical care — and 
in every Industry that Is vital to dally sur- 
vivar legislation is needed that would shif t 
the burden of proof against those wielding 
concentrated or Irresponsible economic pow- 
er. Wherever those Interests fail to justify 
their structures and practices to fair-minded- 
men ana women, they must be broken up or 
subjected to whatever controls are needed 
to create prices people can afford, under 
marketing principles people can accept. 
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What all of this adds up to is a specific 
instance of that principle X described on the 
day I announced my candidacy: Above all, 
what this nation and the world need Is a 
commitment to a common existence — a 
sharing of benefits and burdens In a com- 
munity of interest between groups that can- 
not succeed or even survive unless they come 
to perceive their mutuality of concern and 
learn to act In creative concert rather than 
divisive competition. 

We have long talked about turning our 
swords Into plowshares. But the truth Is: 
We have yet to make .the most of the plow- 
shares already available. When the world’s 
most resourceful farmer, working the world's 
richest soil with the world’s most advanced 
agricultural technology are manipulated by- 
politics, subordinated to middlemen, and 
pitted against both consumer needs and 
the realities of hunger and malnutrition, we 
can be sure the fault Ilea not with those 
who produce our food but with those whom 
we have elected to high office. It is time 
to bring new vision and new leadership to 
the farm and food policies of America. That 
Is my pledge In this campaign; It will be the 
commitment of my presidency. 


healing. We also know that our country was 
founded for religious rights and It seems 
that even this is being taken away from us. 
So as we stand on the threshhold of our 200- 
year celebration next year, let everyone of 
God’s people pray for our nation. It can still 
be a nation to be proud of. 

So let’s all of us that are called by His 
name and those who wish to be called by His 
name humble themselves and pray. I know 
our God will hear and answer. This may not 
get printed before Thanksgiving day, but it 
Is for all the year round. Those that claim to 
love the Lord, please pray without ceasing for 
our country. 

Mrs. Sarah Smith. 
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A LETTER FROM THE HEART 

HON. ALBERT W. JOHNSON 

OF PENNSYLVANIA 

TN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, December 16, 1975 

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I was quite pleased last week to 
notice that a letter to the editor had 
been published in the Bradford, Pa. Era 
which was written by Mrs. Sarah Smith. 
Mrs. Smith is a resident of East Smeth- 
port. Pa., which is located in my 23rd 
Congressional District. Mrs. Smith calls 
on the people of the United States to 
pray for our Nation during these troubled 
times, and also comments on the belief 
that prayer and Bible reading should be 
allowed in the public schools. I would like 
to share Mrs. Smith’s warm letter from 
the heart with my colleagues. The letter 
Is as follows: 

Other Voices 

Dear Sir: While reading The Era Saturday, 
Nov. 22, I read where President Ford picked 
certain Bible verses to be read for eight days 
beginning Nov. 23 through Nov. 30. Being a 
Christian I know this Is a good idea, not only 
for the eight days mentioned, but all year 
round. This great country of ours can stand 
a lot of Bible reading and prayers. 

As I stated In an editorial last spring about 
prayers and Bible reading being out of our 
schools, that’s when some of our young peo- 
ple started a life of crime. Many children 
never hear the word of God, only when It’s 
used as a swear word. In the Era Nov. 15 our 
Congressman, A. W. Johnson, (In whose home 
hare In Smethport I work as part-time house- 
maid and caretaker), had an article about 
putting prayers back in our schools. After 
working in their home over twenty years and 
the many talks we have had about this I 
really know he means It, but one man can- 
not do It alone. Our whole nation must stand 
for the cause. 

As we read In the passages from the Bible 
given by President Ford, let us also read and 
remember — 

2 Chronicles, 7:14— ’Tf my people which 
are called by my name shall humble them- 
selves and pray, and seek my face, and turn 
from their wicked ways, then I will hear 
from heaven and forgive their sin and will 
heal their land.” 

We all know our country needs a lot of 


Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased by that part of the text recom- 
mended by the conference report to ac- 
company S. 622 which adds a new sec- 
tion 11 to the Emergency Petroleum 
Allocation Act of 1973 and which deals 
with the regulation which the 1973 act 
mandated the President to issue under 
section 4(a). The new section 11 will re- 
quire the President to “promulgate, pur- 
suant to the limitations and authority 
under section 12, such amendment, or 
amendments, to the regulation promul- 
gated under section 4(a) as he deter- 
mines are necessary or appropriate — 
first, to modify any provisions of such 
regulation in a manner which is consist- 
ent with the attainment, to the maxi- 
mum extent practicable, or objectives 
specified in section 4(b)(1); or second, 
to eliminate any provisions of such regu- 
lation no longer necessary to provide for 
the attainment of such objectives.” Pres- 
idential action would follow a hearing 
procedure which would allow interested 
parties to comment on the operation of 
the existing regulation. 

My interest in this section results from 
my concern that the existing regulation 
works to stifle competition although the 
law, and the clear congressional intent 
requires FEA to “restore and foster com- 
petition.” 

The relevant section, section 4(b)(1) 
of the 1973 act, says that the regulation 
shall provide for — 

(D) preservation to an economically sound 
and competitive petroleum Industry; in- 
cluding the priority needs to restore and 
foster competition In the producing, refining, 
distribution, marketing, and petrochemical 
sectors of such industry, and to preserve the 
competitive viability of independent refin- 
ers, small refiners, nonbranded independent 
marketers, and branded independent market- 
ers; (emphasis added) . 

However, one section of the regulation 
now in effect, section 211.63, does pre- 
cisely toe opposite, and would appear to 
lock in a monopoly of wholesale mar- 
keters while keeping out new competi- 
tors. Until recently— November 24— this 
regulation said: 

All supplier/purchaser relationships in 
effect under contracts for sales, purchases 
and exchanges of domestic crude oil on De- 
cember 1, 1973. shall remain In effect for 
the duration of this program. , . . 
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Thus, the regulation requires producers 
to continue sales to the same marketers 
with whom they were doing business on 
December 1, 1973, and prohibits new 
crude oil marketers from purchases 
which would disturb these relationships. 
No provision is made by which new crude 
oil marketing companies may obtain 
supply sources. Competition is denied. 

The effect of this is to freeze in, pro- 
tect and perpetuate a monopoly. Data 
filed by one of these companies with the 
SEC reveals an enlargement of profits 
under the challenged regulation which 
resulted in those profits jumping from 
$19 million in 1973 to $59 million in 1974. 
Per barrel profits had a corresponding 
increase. 

The U.S. District Court for the western 
district of Texas, San Antonio Division, 
in a decision October 6, 1975, captioned 
Basin , Inc. v. Federal Energy Adminis- 
tration, Civil Action No. 75-CA 250, is- 
sued a preliminary injunction against 
FEA. It ruled: 

There is a substantial question as to 
whether section 211.63 of the regulations, 
Insofar as it denies plaintiff as a crude oil 
marketing company the right to purchase 
crude oil and makes no provision for alloca- 
tion of supply purchased by the crude oil 
marketing Industry on a fair and equitable 
basis among the members of that Industry 
la In compliance with the Congressional 
mandate of the Emergency Petroleum Allo- 
cation Act of 1973 to restore, foster, and 
preserve competition in all segments of the 
petroleum industry. . . . 

The court found that as a result “the 
plaintiff will in all likelihood be forced 
to discontinue its business.” Clearly free 
enterprise competition was not being 
served by the regulation in the court’s 
mind and an independent business was 
threatened by the enforcement of a reg- 
ulation which this Congress did not an- 
ticipate in its 1973 act and which is con- 
trary to the intent of the Congress in 
encouraging competition. 

The FEA appealed that decision and 
amended its regulations. 

On the eve of the argument in the 
Court of Appeals, after months in which 
FEA acknowledged inequity in the ex-, 
isting regulation, the new regulation was 
published. The announcement identified 
the purpose of the new regulation as “to 
allow for the new entry into the business 
of marketing crude oil” — conceding the 
inequity the court had already found. 
However, the new language then ne- 
gated the impact it should have afforded 
by requiring as a condition to the estab- 
lishment of a new supplier-purchaser 
relationship that the new wholesale 
marketer obtain from the refiner “their 
written consent to the proposed supplier 
substitution.” Commonsense tells us that 
few refiners, if any, would want to con- 
sent to the substitution. He already has 
a relationship with the entrenched large 
operator who is protected by the FEA 
regulations and the refiner would not 
imperil that arrangement by telling the 
marketer to stop selling to the refiner, 
move over and give up part of the busi- 
ness to the little competitor. All the 
competition the 1973 law envisioned is 
undone by a telephone call between the 
parties to the existing relationship. It 
would appear that the new regulation 


might become an Invitation to collusion 
and clearly violates tire spirit of the 
statutory mandate for competition. 

The joint explanatory statement of 
tne conference committee on the bill 
which became the Emergency Petroleum 
Allocation Act of 1973, said of section 
4(b) : 

It is imperative that the Federal Govern- 
ment now accept its responsibility to Inter- 
vene in this marketplace to preserve compe- 
t on and to assure an equitable distribution 
o' critically short supplies. Toward this end, 
the conference substitute requires the Pres- 
ident to promptly implement a mandatory 
a location program which must be drafted 
so as to accomplish Congressionally defined 
objectives. These are set out principally In, 
section 4(b) of the conference substitute. 
Very generally stated they establish guide- 
lines for the priority uses of fuels covered 
by this Act and set forth standards of action 
concerning the competitive structure of the 
industry and general economic policy to be 
followed In the establishment of the fuel 
allocation program. (Italics added.) 

The history of the efforts of smaller, 
independent marketers to engage in the 
kind of competition mandated by the 
1 973 law is best told In the San Antonio 
t ecislon. The FEA regulation does not 
loster competition; it stifles it. The new 
regulation offers no real change. 

The new section 11 is the best hope we 
presently have for a real change. It is 
c ur best hope for the kind of competi- 
tion the Congress intended in 1973 and 
which it must reaffirm today. 


U.S. SECRET INVOLVEMENT IN 
ANGOLA 


HON. ANDREW YOUNG 

Or GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, December IS, 1975 

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 

; „s we now witness the agony of civil strife 
i a the newly independent African state of 
. tngola, we are more each day made 
aware of the covert role our Nation is 
flaying in this tragedy. This dangerous 
course, embarked upon by the executive 
branch of government in the spring, is 
>eing challenged in the Congress and by 
>ublic interest groups increasingly across 
>ur Nation as an inappropriate response 
o southern Africa events. 

John Marks, author of the article in- 
serted below, represents this growing 
position of advocacy. Currently, he is an 
associate of the Center for National 
Security Studies In Washington and is 
coauthor of the book, “The CIA and the 
emit of Intelligence.” He has served as an 
executive assistant to Senator Clifford 
Case of New Jersey and also as an assist- 
ant to the director of the State depart- 
ment of intelligence, Mr. Ray Cline. 

I have recently returned from a visit 
to Zambia where in conversations with 
-iberation groups based ill that country 
and with President Kenneth Kaunda and 
Foreign Minister Rupiah Banda much of 
John Marks’ analysis was confirmed 
through their observations. 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that it is crucial 
chat the Congress act now to cut off the 


flow of U.S. funding to various factions 
in Angola and that all l f.S. military in- 
volvement in the way of armaments and 
supplies be immediately discontinued. 
The Congress must have the courage to 
stipulate that outside int ervention on the 
part of South Africa a id the military 
escalation supported by trie Soviet Union, 
Cuba and above all the United States 
must cease and that an .African initiated 
political solution ought to be a priority. 

Angola, after years of truggle to liber- 
ate itself from the cruel power of Portu- 
guese colonialism, should not have to suf- 
fer a more devastating period of external 
power partitioning. Angola, after 500 
years of. imperial domination, should and 
must be left alone to coordinate Its own 
prospects of nationhood. 

There Is no basis, Mr. Speaker, for the 
United States to wield its vast power 
within the confines of the fragile new 
State of Angola. To continue along the 
path of covert or overt intervention there 
will be a monstrous mistake for our na- 
tional destiny and peeplehood. I urge 
every one of my colleagues to read the 
article below and then to act decisively 
to change this course of American his- 
tory: 

The Secret War m Angola 
(By John Ma ks) 

The United States is today deeply Involved 
In a war In Angola. Like ti e Vietnamese and 
Laotian conflicts in theiv early years, the 
Angolan war Is — as far as the public and 
most of the Congress are c .neerned — a secret 
war, run by the CIA. But a- was true in Indo- 
china, the President himself has been mak- 
ing the key decisions. In 'act, at about the 
same time last spring that the Indochina war 
was Anally ending and the administration 
seemed determined to el ow Its toughness 
(i la May ague ,. ) , President Ford personally 
authorized the CIA to provide covert money 
and arms to two African In lependence groups 
In Angola. 

The Soviet Union, Cuba, and other coun- 
tries have steadily Increased their aid to a 
third Angolan liberation group In recent 
months, and the admlnist ration has reacted 
by escalating the CIA programs. A well- 
placed government sourer reports that the 
CIA Is now spending “in the tens of millions 
of dollars" on the Angolan war. According 
to the source, U.S. Air Foi oe C-141 transport 
Jets, flying in behalf of th CIA are regularly 
landing at the airport In K nshasa, Zaire (the 
former Congo, bordering on Angola), and 
disgorging tons of military supplies, Includ- 
ing machine guns, light artillery, and am- 
munition; these supplies are In turn being 
flown Into Angola by sma ' planes. 

According to another government source, 
Henry Kissinger pushed hard last spring for 
the CIA Intervention. "Henry wanted to be 
told why we should intervene," says the 
source, “not why not.” Ma ny within the gov- 
ernment, including Nathaniel Davis, then 
the State Department's highest official for 
African affairs, were opposed, but Kissinger 
carried the bureaucratic truggle, first at a 
meeting of the supersecrel 40 Committee and 
then, ultimately, when tne President gave 
his approval or — as the policy-makers say — 
"signed off on” the secret war. 

The President’s moment of truth, the 
source believes, came last spring when he 
endorsed the decision of the 40 Committee 
(chaired by Kissinger) to give several hun- 
dred thousand dollars in so vert “black bag” 
funds to Jonas Savimbi, head of UNITA, the 
Independence group based In. southern An- 
gola. The Immediate quest ion, in the source’s 
words, was whether or not “to put Savimbi 
in the game, to have tlie JlA give him some 


Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP77M00144R0004001 0001 8-1 



DMer 16. EG725 


chips:” The Agency was already providing 
a modest level of secret assistance to another 
faction, the FNLA in the north, but the 
source states that Kissinger and Ford were 
clearly aware that adding UNITA to the 
American payroll would signal a major es- 
calation, Indeed a commitment declaring 
that the United' States was not about to allow 
the third Independence group, the MPLA, 
to control Angola. 

Angola, which was granted independence 
by Portugal on November 11, is a rich, fertile 
country, twice the size of Texas, blessed with 
abundant supplies of oil, iron ore, atomic 
minerals, and diamonds. State Department 
officials deny that the American Interest 
there is economic, although the number two 
man in the Defense Department has told a 
congressional committee that American pol- 
icy is tied to “resources we will need in the 
future.” The administration claims that its 
principal concern in Angola is to show the 
Soviets that they cannot make advance in 
Africa through the victory of the group they 
(and many other countries) support, the 
MPLA. 

Unfortunately, the conflict inside Angola 
does not easily reduce itself to an ideological 
struggle, a conflict between communist and 
capitalists. All three of the independence 
groups have come out in favor of some form 
of African socialism, and each has a strong 
tribal base. The MPLA is unquestionably to 
the left of the other two groups, but then the 
MPLA has also been able to work out a rela- 
tively smooth working relationship with Gulf 
Oil, which continues to operate extremely 
productive wells in the northern enclave of 
Cabinda. Moreover, independence groups 
with similar views to the MPLA have taken 
over in Mozambique and Guinea-Bissau, 
without any apparent damage to American 
interests. 

Henry Kissinger stated on September 23, 
"We are most alarmed at the interference 
of extra-continental powers [In Angola] who 
do not wish Africa well, and whose involve- 
ment is inconsistent with the promise of 
true independence.” He was presumably 
talking about the Soviet Union and not the 
United States. Iii any case, with both pow- 
ers currently stepping up their involvement, 
the stage has been set in Angola for a classic 
cold war confrontation. The' result, so far, 
according to a well-placed State Department 
official, has been “a mutual ante-raising, an 
Inconclusive situation, and a heli of a lot 
dead Angolans.” 

The great power conflict In Angola is fur- 
ther complicated by the fact that a lot of 
other foreign countries are Involved. A gov- 
ernment source reports that the British have 
Joined with the United States (and South 
Africa) in aiding UNITA. French assistance 
Is going to the FNLA through Zaire. Zaire it- 
self is helping both UNITA and the FNLA, 
and in fact, a key ^lenient in the American 
decision to Intervene was the fervent urging 
of Zaire’s President Mobutu, who is the 
United States’ most important client In 
Africa. The Chinese had been giving mili- 
tary aid and training to the FNLA, but they 
have now hacked off as the US role has 
increased. Portuguese mercenaries are serv- 
ing with UNITA and the FNLA, and two gov- 
ernment officials report that another factor 
in the US intervention was a desire to coun- 
ter leftist forces in Portugal who support 
the MPLA. Support for the MPLA has arrived 
from Cuba and from newly independent 
Mozambique. Still other countries are do- 
ing what they can for the faction of their 
choice. All three independence groups have 
foreigners lighting with them. 

If this all seems horribly complicated, it 
is. There is some thought in Washington 
that the administration believes it can get 
away with waging secret war in Angola be- 
cause the public will not be able to under- 
EtE,nd what the Initials stand for or who is 
on what side. 


But the country with the largest direct 
involvement In Angola Is currently white- 
supremacist South Africa. South African 
troops entered Angola in late October, ac- 
cording to communications intercepts picked 
up by US intelligence, and there are now two 
separate mechanized South African units, 
with a strength between 1000 and 1500 men 
each, operating inside the country. Addition- 
ally, a separate armored column of about 
1500 Africans and 600 white mercenaries — 
equipped in South Africa and staging from 
South African bases — has in the last month 
been steadily advancing through southern 
Angola and seizing key positions from the 
MPLA, ostensibly in behalf of UNITA and 
the FNLA which have joined together in a 
shaky alliance. 

A State Department policy-maker, while 
acknowledging that the South Africans were 
supporting the same groups as the United 
States, says rather defensively, “The South 
African operations are not in concert with 
us. We did not initiate them. Whatever 
they’re doing Is strictly on their own.” 

There may well not be any overt [but, of 
course, covert] US-South African coopera- 
tion in Angola, as there was in the Congo 
(now Zaire) during the early 1960’s when 
South African intelligence worked together 
with the CIA to recruit mercenary forces 
fighting in an earlier CIA secret war. The 
CIA may not even be taking advantage of 
what three government sources describe as 
the “close” liaison relationship which the 
CIA has maintained for many years with 
South African intelligence. But even if the 
CIA has been able to resist joint planning 
with its South African counterparts, there 
is no way the United States is going to avoid, 
as one official says, "being tainted with the 
South African brush.” For all effects and 
purposes, the official believes, the South Af- 
ricans are “our faithful allies,” backing the 
same two Angolan clients. As the secret war 
proceeds, the official believes that the United 
States is building up an increasing debt to 
the South Africans, who “are not at all ad- 
verse to calling in their markers.” Indeed, 
South Africa already has asked the United 
States and other western countries to in- 
crease their aid to South African-supported 
forces in Angola. 

Because invading columns must maintain 
radio communication with their own head- 
quarters, supply bases, and supporting air- 
craft, American policy-makers have been able 
to keep track of the South African advances 
inside Angola by having the National Se- 
curity , Agency (NSA) monitor their radio 
channels. Similar techniques have been used 
to produce data on increased Soviet and 
Cjuban activity, and the administration has 
not hesitated to selectively leak this highly 
classified information to the press. Thus, the 
New York Times reported on November 21 
that 30Q0 Cuban “fighting men and advis- 
ers” have been sent to Angola “in recent 
weeks” to support the MPLA. No mention was 
made in the article of the South African 
forces that had already invaded the coun- 
try a month before, although the “United 
States officials” who provided the story pre- 
sumably had access to the intelligence prov- 
ing the South African presence. The Times 
article does state (in the 13th paragraph) 
that "an undisclosed number of South Af- 
rican military' advisors” were with UNITA’s 
forces in the south. 

Although CIA money and other support has 
been going to UNITA since last spring, the 
Agency has seemed content to largely leave 
the southern front to. the South Africans 
while the CIA’s major effort has been In the 
north in behalf of Holden Roberto’s FNLA. 
According to five different CIA, White House, 
and State Department sources, Roberto has 
been secretly on the CIA payroll since 1962. 

A former White House aide recalls that 
during the Johnson administration, Amer- 
ican policy toward the Portuguese colonies 
was “to play all ends against the middle.” 


By this, he explains, the US government 
provided the Salazar dictatorship with a 
modest degree of military and political sup- 
port; took a public stance in favor of non- 
violent change In the colonies; and secretly 
subsidized (but never with enough support 
to turn the tide) independence groups com- 
mitted to armed revolution against Portugal. 

The official says that the CIA had the 
"habit of picking out single individuals and 
making them our guys, somehow assuming 
they would turn out all right. It was mainly 
a eash-ln-the-envelope kind of thing — con- 
science money to show American goad in- 
tentions.” In Mozambique, the source notes, 
the CIA’s man was Eduardo Mondlane (the 
FRELIMO leader who was assassinated a few 
years ago) , and in Angola it was Holden Ro- 
berto. 

Roberto's FNLA operated out of bases in 
Zaire — as it still does — and much of the 
CIA’s assistance to. Roberto flowed through 
the CIA’s surrogate, Zaire’s Mobutu. In 1969, 
according to the official, the Nixon adminis- 
tration decided to end the CIA’s "program 
aid”, to the independence groups, as part of 
a larger Nixonian policy to ease up American 
pressure against white-minority rule in 
southern Africa. The CIA did, however, re- 
tain a connection with Roberto, according to 
three State Department aides, paying him. as 
an intelligence, source. Therefore, when the 
Ford administration decided last spring to 
become actively — if covertly — involved in An- 
gola, it was a relatively simple matter, as one 
official describes it, “to turn Roberto back 
on.” 

In fact, Roberto was never really turned 
off, since in the 1969-1975 period, his brother- 
in-law Mobutu supplied him with large 
amounts of weapons and other aid. That aid 
came at least Indirectly from Mobutu’s most 
Important foreign benefactor, the United 
States. Mobutu told a visiting US congres- 
sional delegation this summer that he ex- 
pects to be reimbursed for all the assistance 
he has given to Roberto. Knowledgeable 
Capitol Hill aides believe that the pay back 
has come in the form of the administration’s 
current request for a $79 million aid pack- 
age for Zaire (roughly a ten-fold increase 
over last years aid levels). Nevertheless. 
Henry Kissinger explained to Congress that 
stepped up military assistance ($19 million 
of the total amount) was needed “to help 
modernize [ Zaire’s 1 forces and meet its le- 
gitimate defense needs In view of increased 
threats to its security — particularly that 
posed by the Instability in Angola.” Kissinger 
failed to mention that Zaire needed the help 
because it had been giving away large 
amounts of Its own military supplies to 
Holden Roberto’s FNLA or that Zaire’s own 
troops had been fighting in Angola. (It is 
illegal under US law for American military 
to be used for “non-defensive” purposes or 
to be transferred to a third country.) 

The administration has so far chosen to 
keep most members of Congress (and of 
course, the public) in the dark about the 
secret war in Angola, although In accordance 
with a 1974 law it informed a few senior 
members of six House and Senate commit- 
tees last spring of the CIA’s actions. One ad- 
ministration official who opposed the policy 
noted how disappointed he and his fellow 
dissenters were that the Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee (of whose members only 
Senators John Sparkman and Clifford Case 
were briefed) did nothing to stop the CIA’s 
paramilitary programs. He believes that 
"especially in the context of the times and 
current attitudes toward the CIA,” the sen- 
ators could have threatened to go public 
with the information or at least call a meet- 
ing of the full committee >to discuss the situ- 
ation. Neither Sparkman nor Case— nor any 
of the witting members of the five other 
committees— did anything of the kind. 
Another senator — who was not briefed — 
notes that the oversight law requires only 
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that the committees be informed and makes 
no provision for congressional review or ap- 
proval. The senator notes, however, that the 
CIA has taken the lack of Congressional ob- 
jections as their tacit approval for covert 
operations. 

This fail, after the New York Times' Leslie 
Gelb wrote the first article about CIA assist- 
ance to the PNLA and DN1TA, Senator Dick 
Clark, the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
subcommittee on Africa, asked that the full 
committee be briefed by the CIA and the 
State Department on the US r61e in Angola. 
According to reliable sources, only “three or 
four” senators out of 16 members bothered 
to attend. Partial accounts of the adminis- 
tration briefing, which apparently centered 
on covert arms shipments to the FNLA and 
UNITA, quickly leaked out to the New York 
Times and the Washington Post, but nothing 
appeared in the press about the large sums 
of money involved or the growing South 
African presence. 

Finally knowledgeable about what was go- 
ing on, Senator Clark had a real problem. He 
opposed the CIA’b secret war in Angola, but 
the testimony he had received was classified. 
Revealing it would have put him in violation 
of the Senate’s rules. Congressman Michael 
Harrington had faced the very same dilemma 
last year when he read a secret transcript in 
which CIA Director Colby laid out how the 
CIA had destabilized the Allende govern- 
ment in Chile from 1970 through 1973. Har- 
rington chose to disclose the information, 
claiming a higher responsibility to reveal 
CIA misdeeds. As a result, Harrington was 
fiercely attacked within the House for break- 
ing the rules, and he was forced to submit 
to censure proceedings. Clark has chosen not 
to go public. Instead, he is fighting back 
through the slow process of legislation. He 
now plans to introduce an amendment that 
would cut off all military aid— -overt and 
covert— to Angola and Zaire. 

When I called Senator Clark, he would not 
talk about the secret war. He stated, “If I 
were to tell you that the US was Involved in 
covert activities in Angola, I could be kicked 
out of the Senate." He agreed that his free- 
dom of action had been limited by receiving 
the classified briefing, but he stressed that 
having access to the facts would not prevent 
him from taking a position against the se- 
cret war in Angola. 

Clark traces the problem in Angola to the 
•‘super-powers who want to play out the cold 
war in every part of the world.” He believes 
that “the super-powers ought to be able to 
get together with a spirit of detente to say 
it’s in their own best interest — and that's 
all anyone seems ooncerned with — not to let 
this thing get out of hand.” 

For the moment at least, the super-powers 
along with the South Africans and other 
outsiders seem perfectly willing to fight on 
to the last Angolan. There is no evidence of 
restraint on any side nor of meaningful 
negotiations which could bring the blood- 
shed to an end. A clear military victory for 
any faction appears unlikely, and the alter- 
natives seem to be either an endless war or 
partition of the country into three feuding 
parts, (The latter solution might not be too 
objectionable to U3 policy-makers with a 
South African-supported UNITA Btate in the 
south, Holden Roberto’s FNLA in the north, 
the MPLA squeezed into the middle, and the 
northern enclave of Cabinda, where Gulf oil 
has large holdings, either controlled by 
Roberto or brother-in-law Mobutu who has 
been openly coveting it for Zaire.) 

Nevertheless, in violation of the constitu- 
tional provision that only Congress can de- 
clare war, an American president has once 
again used the CIA to take the country into 
a secret war. Against Castro’s Cuba, the tac- 
tic was a miserable failure, It didn’t work in 
Vietnam where the CIA’s secret Involvement 
grew into the commitment, of half a million 
American troops. Nor did it work in Laos 


w lere the Meo tribesmen who fought the 
CIA’S Amice Clandestine were largely deci- 
m vted by the time the US government was 
forced to withdraw. 

All one can say is, here wo go again. . 


NEED FOR INCREASED HEW COM- 
MITMENT TO BLACK COLLEGES 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 

of Ntw York 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, December 16, 1975 

Mr, RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the pres- 
ent economic crisis is severely affecting 
ti e black colleges In America. These are 
institutions which have historically pro- 
vided educational opportunities for mi- 
nority students who would otherwise be 
denied access to higher education. The 
pi esidents of a number of black colleges 
met recently with David Matthew^, Sec- 
retary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
xr re, to discuss the plight of their schools 
and the urgent need for an increased 
Federal commitment to their survival 
and expansion. 

I include at this point in the Record 
news accounts of the meeting and dis- 
ci ission : 

F* *tt-foti« Black College Presidents Tell 
HEW’ of Need for Parity 

Washington. — The presidents and aides 
fr >m 44 black colleges and universities met 
la it Tuesday with the new Secretary of 
H id th. Education and Welfare, Dr. David 
M ifihews, to press for parity of educational 
facilities for their students. 

While they received no definite promises 
fr >m Secretary Mathews, former president of 
M e University of Alabama who knows many 
oi the black college heads personally, his 
ol ice has indicated that there will be follow- 
up meetings with these colleges to find ways 
of meeting their needs. 

Speaking for the colleges were: Dr. Charles 
4 Lyons, Jr., president of the conference 
i; onsoring body, the National Association 
ftr Equal Opportunity in Higher Education 
and also chancellor of Fayetteville, N.C., 
a ate University who presided: Dr. Roy D. 
H ideon, vice president of the association and 
p esident of Hampton Institute. 

Dr. Milton K. Curry, Jr„ president of the 
U ilted Negro College Fund and head of 
B shop College; and Dr. Charles L. Hayes, 
p; esident of Albany, Ga., State College and 
chairman of the Office for Advancement of 
p ibiic Negro College Advisory Committee. AU 
on the colleges represented are members of as- 
sc elation. Mark Fisher, IV, is its executive 
st cretary. 

Goal set by the speakers was for a leader- 
ship partnership between their colleges and 
tl e federal government to achieve parity for 
the historically black colleges by the 200. If 
such a partnership is not set hi motion, the 
college heads expressed fear that the rela- 
tive gap between the number of whites 
and blacks who finish college will continue 
U widen. The gap, they said, widened from 
st ven percent in 1960 to 13 percent in 1974. 

Major emphasis was placed on the need 
ff r more opportunities at black colleges and 
it tiversities for their students to pursue 
p ofeeslonal and technical education. For 
e: ample, there are only two black medical 
o 'lieges with a third being developed at 
A orehouse. 

Also the college heads pressed for more 
funds for student aid programs. They said 
they now need $250 million for such aid. 
jj stead of the $100 million they are receiving. 


Dr. Mathews, who indicated a great under- 
standing of the problems of black colleges, 
was introduced by Dr. Joffre T. Whisentxm, a 
former teacher of educational psychology at 
the University of Alabama, whom he ha-s 
j brought here to serve as hi- special assistant 
I for educational policy. For the past several 
year, Dr. Whisenton lias been with the 
Southern Association of Colleges. 

The following black colleges and univer- 
sities were represented at. the conference: 
Alabama A & M, Lomax-Haunou college, Miles 
College, Oak wood College, Stillman College, 
Tuskegee Institute, Delaware State, Federal 
City College, Howard, Washington Tech. Ed- 
ward Waters College, Albany State, Atlanta 
University, Fort Valley State, Morris Brown, 
Pine, Southern, Bowie State, Morgan State, 
Shaw College at Detroit. Alcorn, Rust, Utica 
Jr. College, Lincoln University of Missouri, 
Barber-Scotia, Fayetteville State, Johnson C. 
Smith, Livingstone, Shaw, Sit. Augustine’s 
College, Wilberforce, Cheynt y Slate, Lincoln, 
Benedict, South Oarollna State, Fisk, Lane, 
Tennessee State University, Bishop, Texas 
Southern, Wiley, Hampton, st. Paul’s College 
and Virginia Union. 

Black College President: Tell HEW of 
Need foe Parity 

Washington. — “We boldly propose that 
the federal government recognize the his- 
torically black colleges as the major archi- 
tects, traditionally, of equal opportunity 
with attainment and produ ctivity,” a group 
of black college presidents told Dr. F. David 
Mathews, Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare In a meeting last week. 

"We further propose that in con cert with 
this additional development, HEW develop 
a leadership partnership witn the historically 
black colleges for the purpose of achieving 
parity in all areas of higher education and 
parity In all professional and technical fields 
in the work force.” 

The National Association for Equal Op- 
portunity in Higher Education met with 
Mathews, a farmer president of the Uni- 
versity of Alabama, to map out a “Partner- 
ship for Leadership in the Development of a 
Year 2000 Plan for Parity in Education.’’ 

They recommended to Maihews that blacks 
participate in the policy planning and re- 
view proves-, for all major HEW agencies; 
that the federal government undertake an 
annual collection of racla' data In higher 
education; that programs having a “signi- 
ficant impact on equalizing opportunity for 
blacks” not be regionalized and that dis- 
criminatory funding patterns be ended in 
minority programs. 

A black college president panel told 
Mathew that, black colleges play a special 
“role” in higher education. "We have 100 
years of experience in dealing with those 
victimized by elementary and secondary 
school discriminatory patterns,” said Dr. Roy 
D. Hudson, president of Hampton Institute. 
“More than half the baccalaureate degrees 
are given by black colleges ” 

Dr. Milton K. Curry, president of Bishop 
College, said that black Inst itutions "trained 
young people to believe in themselves . . . 
and told them if they had Integrity or heart 
and developed their intelligence, they could 
make great achievements.” 

Mathews pledged “cooperation” with the 
black college organization, representing over 
100 black colleges, but did not detail any 
specific programs. He called the black col- 
leges a “reservoir of hope and determina- 
tion.” 

Afterwards he expressed sympathy for the 
plight of many black colleges caught between 
desegregation decrees aimed at integrating 
their facilities to a “tipping point” where in 
effect they may no longer remain “black." 

Black college enrollment i3 now approach- 
ing 200,000 with a pattern of growth from 
about 140,000 in 1966 to almost 200,000 in 
1975. Freshman enrollment increased by 10.7 
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tleman from Washington nor anybody 
in this room nor the President of the 
United States can tell us today where he 
is going to spend or cut that $395 billion. 

Mr. UliLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
close the debate on this issue. 

I want to commend the members of 
the conference and particularly the staff 
for the monumental job of getting the 
paper work done in such a short period 
of time. 

This is a responsible bill. The economy 
of this country is in trouble. The indica- 
tors during the past 2 months have indi- 
cated B, downturn at a time when we 
ought to see a strong upturn in the 
economy. It would be suicidal in my 
judgment to allow a tax Increase of major 
proportions to go into place in January. 
This Congress cannot allow that to hap- 
pen. If the President persists in his effort 
to move to a spending celling in fiscal 
year 1977 on this bill and decides to veto 
the bill, I am confident that this Con- 
gress can override. the veto. 

This tax cut extension is of importance 
to the Nation. It is something, it seems 
to me, that we cannot go home without 
providing. This is a responsible package. 
We have considered it carefully. It is a 
worthwhile bill. We have extended for 
six months the withholding levels that 
are now in place — the withholding rates 
we put in place in the Tax Reduction Act 
of 1975 and we have also extended the 
tax cuts for this 6 months. 

Mr. Speaker, this 6-month period will 
give tiie Congress an opportunity to work 
its will on the tax reform bill that Is 
now pending in the other body. At that 
time we can also look at the economy to 
see whether the tax reduction should be 
extended. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a sound package. 
I urge its approval overwhelmingly by 
the Congress, 

The SPEAKER. The Question is on the 
motion, offered by the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. Ullman) that the *[101186 
suspend the rules and agree to the con- 
ference report on the bill (H.R. 5559) . 

The question Was taken. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were— yeas 256, nays 160, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 798] 

TEAS— 256 


Abzug 

Bolling 

de la Garza 

Adams 

Bonker 

Delaney 

Addabbo 

Brademas 

Dellums 

Alien 

Breckinridge 

Dent 

Ambro 

Brinkley 

Derrick 

Anderson, 

Brodhead 

Diggs 

Calif. 

Brooks 

Dingell 

Andrews, 

Brown, Calif. 

Dodd 

N. Dak. 

Burke, Calif. 

Downey, N.Y. 

Annunzio 

Burke, Mass. 

Drinan 

Ashley 

Burton, John 

Duncan, Oreg. 

Asp in 

Burton, Phillip Early 

AuCoin 

Carney 

Eckhardt 

Badillo 

Carr 

Edgar 

Baldus 

Chisholm. 

Edwards, Calif. 

Barrett 

Clay 

Eilberg 

BaucuE 

Cohen 

Emery 

Beard, R.I. 

Collins, 111. 

Evans, Colo. 

Bedell 

Conte 

Evans, Ind. 

Bergland 

Conyers 

Evins, Tenn. 

Bevill 

C orman 

Fary 

Biaggi 

Cornell 

Fascell 

Bingham • 

Cotter 

Fisher 

Blanchard 

D’ Amours 

FIthian 

Blouln 

Daniels, N.J. 

Flood 

Boggs 

Danielson 

Florio 

Boland 

Davis 

Foley 


Ford, Tenn. 

Forsythe 

Fountain 

Fraser 

Fuqua 

Glftimo 

Gibbons 

Ginn 

Gonzalez 

Green 

Gude 

Hall 

Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmidt 
Hanley 
Hannaford 
Harktn 
Harrington 
Harris 
Hawkins 
Hayes, Ind. 
Hays, Ohio 
Heckler, Mass. 
Hefner 
Helstoskl 
Henderson 
Hicks 
Holland 
Holtzman 
Horton 
Howard 
Howe 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Jenrette 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jordan 
Karth 

Kastenmeler 

Kazen 

Keys 

Koch 

Krebs 

LaFalce 

Landrum 

Leggett 

Lehman 

Levltas 

Litton 

Lloyd, Calif. 

Lloyd, Tenn. 

Long, La. 

Long, Md. 

McCormack 

McDade 

McFall 


McHugh 

McKay 

Madden 

Madlgan 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Matsunaga 

Mazzoll 

Meeds 

Melcher 

Meyner 

Mezvlnsky 

Mikva 

Miller, Calif. 
Mills 

Mineta , 

Mlnlsh 

Mink 

Mitchell, Md. 

Moakley 

Moffett 

Mollohan 

Morgan 

Moss 

Mottl 

Murphy, 111. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Myers, Fa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nix 
Nolan 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
O’Brien 
O’Hara 
O’Neill 
Ottinger 
Patten, N.J. 
Patterson, 
Calif. 

Pattlson, N.T. 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Peyser 

Pic.kle 

Pike 

pressler 

Preyer 

price 

Railsback 

Rangel 

Rees 

Reuss 

Richmond 

Riegle 

Rlnaldo 


Risenhoover 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rogers 

Roncalio 

Rooney 

Rose 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roush 

Roybal 

Russo 

Ryan 

St Germain 

Santinl 

Sarbanes 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Seiberllng 

Sharp 

Shipley 

Sikes 

Simon 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith, Iowa 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Staggers 
Stanton, 
James V. 
Stark 
Steed 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor, N.C. 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Tsongas 
Hllman 
Van Deerlin 
Vander Veen 
Vanik 
Vlgorito 
Weaver 
Whalen 
White 

Wilson, C.H. 

Wirth 

Wolff 

Wright 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young. Ga. 

Young. Tex. 

Zablockl 

Zeferettl 


NAYS— 160 


Abdnor 

Downing, Va. 

Krueger 

Alexander 

Duncan, Tenn. 

Lagomarslno 

Anderson, HI. 

du Pont 

Latta 

Andrews, N.C. 

Edwards, Ala. 

Lent 

Archer 

English 

Lott 

Armstrong 

Erlenbom 

Lujan 

Ashbrook 

Esch 

McClory 

Bafalls 

Eshleman 

McClockey 

Bauman 

Fenwick 

McColllster 

Beard, Tenn. 

Findley 

McDonald 

Bell 

Fish 

McEwen 

Bennett 

Flowers 

Mann 

Blester 

Flynt 

Martin 

Bowen 

Frenzel 

Mathis 

Breaux 

Frey 

Michel 

Broomfield 

Gilman 

Milford 

Brown, Mich. 

Goldwater 

Miller, Ohio 

Brown, Ohio 

Goodllng 

Mitchell, N.Y. 

Broyhlll 

Gradison 

Montgomery 

Buchanan 

Grassley 

Moore 

Burgener 

Guyer 

Moorhead, 

Burleson, Tex. 

Hagedorn 

Calif. 

Burllson, Mo. 

Haley 

Mosher 

Butler 

Hansen 

Myers, Ind. 

Byron 

Harsha 

Nichols 

Carter 

Hastings 

Passman 

Cederberg 

Hechler, W. Va. 

, Pettis 

Chappell 

Hightower 

Poage 

Clancy 

Hillis 

Pritchard 

Clausen, 

Holt 

Quie 

Don H. 

Hungate 

Quillen 

Clawson, Del 

Hutchinson 

Randall 

Cleveland 

Hyde 

Regula 

Cochran 

Ichord 

Rhodes 

Collins, Tex. 

Jacobs 

Roberts 

Conable 

Jarman 

Robinson 

Conlan 

Jeffords 

Rousselot 

Coughlin 

Johnson, Colo. 

Ruppe 

Crane 

Johnson, Pa. 

Sarasln 

Daniel, Dan 

Hasten 

Satterfield 

Daniel, R. W. 

Kelly 

Schneebeli 

Derwlnskl 

Kemp 

Schulze 

Devine 

Ketchum 

Sebelius 

Dickinson 

Kindness 

Shrlver 


Shuster 

Skubltz 

Smith, Nebr. 

Snyder 

Spence 

Stanton, 

J. William 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger. Wls. 
Stuckey 


Burke, Fla. 
Casey 

Ford, Mich. 
Gaydos 
Hebert 
Heinz 


Symms 

Talcott 

Taylor, Mo. 

Teague 

Thone 

Treen 

Vander Jagt 

Waggonner 

Walsh 

Wampler 

Whitehurst 


Whitten 

Wiggins 

Wilson, Bob 

Wilson, Tex. 

Winn 

Wydler 

Wylie 

Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 


NOT VOTING— 18 


Hinshaw 
Jones, Tenn. 
McKinney 
Macdonald 
Metcalfe 
Moorhead, Pa. 


Patman, Tex. 

Runnels 

Stephens 

Thompson 

Udall 

Waxman 


The Clerk announced the following 
pairs : 

On this vote: 

Mr. Udall and Mr. Thompson for, with Mr. 
Hebert against. 

Mr. Waxman and Mr. Moorhead of Penn- 
sylvania for, with Mr. Stephens against. 

Mr. Ford of Michigan and Mr. Metcalfe for, 
with Mr. Casey against. 

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts and Mr. 
Jones of Tennessee for, with Mr. Runnels 
against. 


Messrs. ANDREWS of North Carolina, 
JEFFORDS, and FOUNTAIN changed 
their votes from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. FOUNTAIN changed his vote from 
"nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


PROVIDING FOR BEGINNING OF 2D 

SESSION OF THE 94TH CON- 
GRESS 

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 749) and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution as 
follows: 

H.J, Res 749 

Resolved by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That the 
second regular session of the Ninety-fourth 
Congress shall begin at noon on Monday, 
January 19, 1976. 

Sec. 2. That (a) notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of section 201 of the Act of June 10, 
1922, as amended (31 U.S.C. section 11), the 
President shall transmit to the Congress not 
later than January 21, 1976, the budget for 
the fiscal year 1977, and (b) notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 3 of the Act of 
February 20, 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. sec- 
tion 1022), the President shall transmit to 
the Congress not later than January 26, 1976, 
the Economic report. 

The joint resolution was ordered 
to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and 
a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR TO- 
MORROW AND REMAINDER OF 
WEEK 

(Mr. O’NEILL was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
taken this time in order that I may give 
the schedule for today and for tomorrow . 

Mr. Speaker, all legislation has been 
completed for today. We will meet to- 
morrow at 10 a.m., and the program for 
Wednesday will be as follows: 

First we will consider H R. 5559, the 
tax reduction extension conference re- 
port. There will be a rule on that, of 
course, and that will be the first item 
on the calendar for tomorrow, followed 
by H.R. 10979, the railroad revitaliza- 
tion and regulatory reform bill, with an 
open rule and 2 hours of debate. 

Then we will bring up H.R. 8235, the 
Federal Aid Highway Act, with an open 
rule and 3 hours of debate. The rule ha; 
already been adopted on that. 

Next, we will bring up Senate Join- 
Resolution 121, the quarterly adjust 
ments in the support price for milk con 
ference report. 

Finally, we will consider H.R. 9771, the 
Airport and Airways Development Act. 
with an open rule and 2 hours of debate 

Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that 
the Members are going to the White 
House tomorrow evening, we would hope 
to be able to finish at a reasonable hour 
We would appreciate it if we could keep 
Members on the floor because there art 
those who like to ask for quorum calls 

We would like to finish the .whole 
schedule at a reasonable hour on Friday 
in view of the fact that there are a 
couple of airplane strikes and many oi 
the Members of Congress have made ar- 
rangements to go home. 

Mr. Speaker, we hope that everybody, 
in the spirit of Christmas, will keep that 
in mind. 

That is all the legislation for today, 
and I thank the Members. 


I TJ.S. INVOLVEMENT IN ANGOLA 

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked" and was 
given permission to address the House foi 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, 1 
share the misgivings of the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr, Morn.) on the question 
of Angola. I wonder whether our coun- 
try is backing into another Vietnam. 

The Russian involvement in Angola is 
very disturbing. But so is U.S. inovlve- 
ment. Particularly disturbing is the fad 
that the Congress was not consulted in 
advance about the actions being taken 
by the administration with regard to 
Angola. We do not even know for sure 
what actions are being taken by the 
administration. 

Furthermore, it appears that once 
again, high officials of the executive 
branch have deliberately lied to us. Two 
weeks ago at a large dinner in connection 
with the Pacem in Terris Conference 
Mr. William Colby, Director of the CIA 
publicly stated that the United States 
was not, directly or indirectly, supplying 
any military or paramilitary assistance 
to any of the factions in Angola. That 
statement was, as we now know, absol- 
utely false. 

We are given the impression that once 
again, the executive branch is acting 
unilaterally without approval by Con- 


gress, without disclosing the facts, and 
without having made any attempt to 
bring the conflict before appropriate 
international organizations, such as the 
United Nations Security Council. 

Mr. Speaker, although I would strongly 
oppose sending U.S. troops to Angola, I 
am not now prepared to say that the 
Congress should prohibit any and all 
forms of assistance to any of the factions 
in Angola. However, I think it is time 
the Congress demanded full and accurate 
disclosure of the facts and the oppor- 
tunity to participate in the formulation 
of national policy on this dangerous 
situation. To that end, I am introducing 
a resolution to prohibit military assist- 
ance to any faction in Angola without 
specific authorization by Congress. 


NEW YORK CONSTRUCTION LABOR 

ASSAILS INTERSTATE RIP-OFF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New Hampshire (Mr. Cleve- 
land) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Ohio, the ranking mi- 
nority member on the Committee on Pub- 
lic Works and Transportation, and I have 
received telegrams from the construc- 
tion industry arid trade union locals in 
New York City protesting the intent to 
wipe out the West side highway construc- 
tion as an interstate project under H.R. 
8235, the Federal Aid to Highways Act of 
1975. 

New York labor and management make 
a compelling case that any Interstate 
capital funds resulting from the inter- 
state withdrawal would merely allow di- 
version of city and State capital con- 
struction funds for operating subsidies, 
with no net gain in construction for mass 
transit. I include the text in the Record 
at this point with one caveat: While 
otherwise an excellent statement, it ap- 
pears in error in the assertion that trust 
fund moneys — as distinguished from 
general revenues — could be diverted 
temporarily under the “Beame Shuffle." 

Now, I ask, Mr. Speaker, are we going 
to upend the entire interstate program 
from coast to coast and make ourselves 
party to this brand of mischief? 

For those Members to whom the text 
is not self-explanatory, I commend the 
minority views in the report to accom- 
pany H.R. 8235 and the "Dear Col- 
league” circulated to Members Monday 
evening by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Harsha) . 

The text follows : 

H.R. 8335, December 8, 1975, The 1975 
Highway Act 

On behalf of the 100,000 construction 
tradesmen and the 475 contracting firms In 
our city alone who would be affected by 
the above referenced House bill, we wish to 
thank you for your opposition to the Abzug 
amendment appearing under section 109. 
pages 42, etc. 

We are currently experiencing unemploy- 
ment of 40% to 90% and disastrous bank- 
ruptcies on behalf of employers. The west 
side highway is necessary as a self-help 
project (no charity) to save New York City. 
You undoubtedly, In your capacity, have 
recognized the causes for New York’s present 
economic plight. 


Transfer of capital funds to expense 
budget Items : 

The city of New York administration 1; 
a past master of and has a long standing 
practice of transferr ig capital monies or 
disguising capital monies for operating ex- 
penses. In just last year's capital budget, $30C 
million out of $l.l billion went for operat- 
ing expenses disguised as capital budget 
Items and this has bean the history for well 
Into two decades. 

State bond monies : 

In late 1960 the voters of the State of New 
York approved a highway and mass transit 
bond issue. These monies were to build 
among other things, a Second Avenue sub- 
way extension to the Bronx. The monies 
were diverted to operating expense Items 
and now. we, as New Yorkers, have only two 
huge holes In the ground on Second Ave- 
nue and massive unemployment. Channel 
’ 13, WNET, the Educat ional and Community 
Public Service TV station In our area con- 
ducted a program this past summer where 
they characterized these financial manipu- 
lations as "The Great Train Robbery”. 

(A) Irresistible Impulse, from over 30 years 
of seeing how things happen In New York 
City, the Abzug amendment would once again 
establish the game pla 1 1 whereunder the local 
officials would be subjected to irresistible 
pressure to cancel the West Side Highway 
project, (a project that can save New York 
City) and divert tho u monleB to some al- 
leged capital subway project. 

(B) The amendment provides for purchase 
of passenger equipment. Including rolling 
stock which Is once again the old technique 
used not to build any more subways, and of 
course, not to build the West Highway. 

“BEAME RIDER” to THE URBAN MASS TRANS- 
PORTATION ACT 

Mayor Beame, through the “Beame 
Rider” can now borrow up to 50% 
of Federal grant moneys allocated to New 
York for capital construction of mass transit 
facilities and use said monies for operating 
expenses, providing a promise Is made to re- 
pay. You know the city cannot repay any- 
thing, nor will It be able to In the future, 
except the highways trust fund’s money that 
could be transferred tt. mass transit can row 
be used as operating expense funds Just on 
a promise to repay. 

Please save the city from another two 
generations of fund shifting so that we can 
have Jobs and save our city. The Abzug 
amendment language >s subtle and sqphls- 
ticatedly disguised and hides the actual pro- 
cedures that will be followed and have been 
followed. 

Please save us. 

General Contractors Association, City of 
New York: International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Locals 14 and 15; 
International Union of Laborers, 
Locals 731, 1010. 1018, 147, 39; District 
Council of Carpenters,, Timbermen 
Local 1636; Dockbuilders Local 1466; 
Metallic Lather;- Local 46; Teamsters 
Local 282. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Connecticut (Mr. McKinney) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. McKINNEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.] 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Alaska (Mr. Young) is rec- 
ognized for 5 minute? 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska addressed the 
House. His remarks v, ill appear hereafter 
in the Extensions of Remarks.! 
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unilaterally stop our own assistance, at 
least to the extent that assistance is be- 
ing put into the civil war within Angola 
by other outside forces. 

As I said at the beginning of my re- 
marks today, in open session, I believe 
that the policy of the United States 
should very clearly say that we believe 
that the people of Angola should be free 
to make their Qffin decisions about what 
kind, of government they want. They 
should be free to state, without any inter- 
vention on the part of any other country, 
which one of the groups of people or 
leaders within their own, country they 
would select to be their leaders ; and that 
we would hope that not only we would 
refrain from intervening in their internal 
political processes but that we have the 
right to insist that all other countries 
likewise refrain from interfering in the 
internal political affairs of the nation 
of Angola. 

Unfortunately, that is not the situa- 
tion that exists today in Angola. We have 
foreign intervention in the internal po- 
litical affairs of that country. Unfortu- 
nately, they are not free to make their 
own decisions today and we would hope 
that we can apply our diplomatic and 
economic pressures in a way which is 
constructive enough to lead to the time 
that the people of Angola will again be 
free from the intervention and interfer- 
ence of foreign countries in their internal 
affairs. Until that time comes, there is, 
I think, a need for caution in terms of 
our precipitate withdrawal of our assist- 
ance to one or two or three factions that 
exist and the almost predictable course 
of events that would follow from our 
withdrawal without any quid pro quo, 
without any paralleling or corresponding 
reduction in the efforts of the Soviet 
Union to bend the events in that country 
to their own desire. 

One of the other concerns that I have 
with the resolution of the Senator from 
Illinois is the rather broad and inflexible 
application that is called for in para- 
graph 4 of the resolution, because that 
paragraph reads as follows: 

The President, pursuant to his authority 
under the Export Administration Act of 1969, 
should curtail exports to countries which 
persist in intervening in the conflict in 
Angola. 

Mr. President, I think, it would be 
understood almost from the beginning 
of any discussion of that provision of the 
resolution that any Senator representing 
a farm State is going to be concerned 
about the application of that language. 
It has very little standing except to say 
to the President of the United States, “If 
other countries are persisting, you shall 
apply the sanctions of the act.” That 
Would mean, under the Export Adminis- 
tration Act of 1969, that the President 
has the authority, and, under this reso- 
lution, would be directed to use it, to cut 
off all trade with countries that are in- 
tervening in Angola. I think we would 
have an opportunity to adjust to that 
so far as farm commodities are con- 
cerned. But we could not adjust to it 
immediately. 

The farmers in this country are the 
most efficient producers in the history of 
the world when it comes to turning out 


a greater and greater 'flow of agricultural 
commodities. Since the Korean war, and 
up until 1973, our policies in the United 
States have been geared to cope with 
the surpluses created by that tremen- 
dous ability to produce. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yield for 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. McCLURE. I shall be glad to yield 
to the Senator from Louisiana for a 
unanimous-consent request without los- 
ing my right to the floor and without 
the resumption being considered a second 

SPGGCh. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

\ 

SUSPENSION OF DUTIES OF CER- 
\ TAIN SILK— H.R. 7727 / 

\ AMENDMENT NO. 1322 / 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I introduce 
an amendment to H.R. 7727/ This 
amendment is known as the dfladwood 
bill. It Heals with the so-called deadwood 
provisions which simplify the tax laws by 
removing from the Internal Revenue 
Code those provisions which are obsolete 
or no longer important and /rarely used. 

Th provisions, which h ale been de- 
veloped oveA a number of/years, would 
repeal almost, 150 sections of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code and' would amend 
more than 850 other sections of the Code. 
The bill. also wopld ma^e other simpli- 
fying changes sudji as the substitution of 
the term “ordinary income” for phrases 
in present law which' obtain this result 
by referring to the income as “gain from 
the sale or exchange of property which 
is neither a capital sissfet nor property de- 
scribed in section /231Y 
The deleted provisions would include 
those which deal only With past years, 
situations which were narrowly defined 
and are unlike# to recur, as well as pro- 
visions which Rave largely Outlived their 
usefulness. Iiysome situations, provisions 
would be added to preserve the right of 
persons to Continue to receive benefits 
under Code provisions which Venerally 
would be repealed. \ 

The deadwood provisions do not at- 
tempt to/ achieve simplification through 
substantive changes in existing\ law. 
Therefore, the provisions do not 'deal 
with policy issues or with substantive 
changes in generally applicable pro- 
visions. 

/ — 

/ 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of amendment in disagree- 
ment No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1976, and for the period beginning 
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 
1976, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCLURE. Since the Korean war 
and up until 1973, our policies had to be 
directed toward what to do with the abil- 
ity of the farmers of the United States 
to produce more food than we could con- 
sume in the markets in our own country. 
So we had an elaborate system built up — 
jerrybuilt, some say — over the years to 
deal with the twin problems of too much 


production and how to reduce produc- 
tion. So we had fanners paid not to 
produce; we had programs to encourage 
and to pay farmers for withholding land 
from production. We had commodity 
purchase programs in which the Govern- 
ment bought the commodities off the 
market, removed them from the market; 
we had storage programs to pay people 
to store commodities that were excess to 
our needs. We had all these programs 
and we had Public Law 480, which is not 
a very euphonious title for a bill which 
then became known, with more artistic 
fervor, as the food-for-peace program. 
Through this, we used our surpluses to 
try to feed hungry people in this world. 
All of this was evidence of the . tremen- 
dous ability of the farmers of this coun- 
try to produce more than we could con- 
sume in this country. 

In 1973, for the first time, because of 
the demand for food and because of the 
ability of various foreign countries to 
purchase that food, we were able to ex- 
port enough of our surpluses that we 
began to reach the point that our agri- 
cultural commodities could find a free 
market price. Since 1973, those prices 
have moved to a price that is established 
by a market and not by a governmental 
program. That, I believe, Mr. President, 
has been progress. 

I think not just the farmers of the 
United States have benefited greatly 
from that, but so have the communities 
in which they live — the automobile deal- 
ers, the implement dealers, the ware- 
housemen, the people in Peoria have 
benefitted from that because they manu- 
facture the machinery that has been 
sold to those farmers. 

I might, incidentally, note that in the 
very brief period of time following the 
initial massive purchase of wheat by the 
government of Russia, when the price 
of wheat moved up very rapidly in my 
area of the country from an average of 
about $1.85 a bushel to better than $5 a 
bushel, it took less than 6 months for the 
price of a tractor to double. 

I do not think it cost more to produce 
a tractor in that period; it was just a 
reflection of the old supply and demand 
law again. Farmers had a little bit more 
money and they were willing to spend it 
to update some of their older equipment 
and replace some of it and the demand 
on the market exceeded the supply and 
the price went up. 

The price doubled, literally doubled. 
A large, four-wheel-drive tractor that is 
used in the wheat-growing areas of my 
State, that had sold for about $20,000, 
went to $43,000 in 6 months. A self-pro- 
pelled combine of the type that is much 
in use in that same area' in that same 
period of time, went from about $28,000 
to $48,000. 

I might add that the price of wheat 
may have peaked out at around $6 a 
bushel. Certainly, a great many farmers 
got better than $5 a bushel. The price 
went back down to $3 a bushel, but I did 
not see the price of a tractor go down, 
following the price of wheat going back 
down. 

But the farmers of this country have 
been able to survive and they will survive 
on the market condition, which is the 
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situation which I think we should all 
support. They can do so only if they have 
access to world markets for the sale of 
the produce that cannot be consumed 
in this country. If we are going, under a 
resolution like this and for other reasons 
than the management of our agricultural 
surplus, to limit the sale of agricultural 
products, as they would be limited under 
this resolution, then, Mr. President, we 
must be prepared to pay the price of go- 
ing back into a regulated agriculture and 
pay the price of the kinds of agricultural 
programs that we had in the late 1950 ’s 
and through the 1960’s; a price that is. I 
think, not an inconsiderable one. 

If you will compare it to the cost of 
the continuation of the program we are 
talking about here it is very dispropor- 
tionate. I have heard it said that because 
we are talking about committing an ad- 
ditional $28 million to a program in An- 
gola, we must change our foreign policy. 
I am suggesting if that $28 million is the 
reason for us to change that foreign pol- 
icy, let us look at the hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars and probably billions of 
dollars that will be required to adjust 
cur agricultural programs to the realities 
of a foreign policy that turns in the way 
that is suggested by the resolution of the 
Senator from Illinois. 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
Thurmond) has circulated a resolution 
which has slightly different wording, and 
I would commend that to the consid- 
eration of the Senate. I certainly hope 
that, perhaps, if we get to the considera- 
tion of the resolution of the Senator 
from Illinois, we may also consider the 
possibility of modifying the language 
more along the lines of the resolution 
suggested by the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

That resolution, as I recall — and I do 
not seem to have a copy of it at the mo- 
ment — states that the President shall ex- 
plore the possibility of economic sanc- 
tions while instituting diplomatic pres- 
sures, and shall report back to the Con- 
gress of the United States within 60 days 
specific economic sanctions that he 
thinks should be applied. 

I think that formulation rather than 
the more rigid formulation in the Stev- 
enson resolution may be the kind of ac- 
tion the Senate could responsibly take 
today In trying to resolve the question 
of how to respond to the changes in An- 
gola and the changes of the political 
situation brought about by the Soviet 
Union’s intervention. 

I have been handed a copy of the res- 
olution, and section 2 of that resolu- 
tion states as follows ; 

The Senate requests the President to sub- 
mit to the Congress such recommendation as 
lie deems appropriate regarding the reduc- 
tion, prohibition, suspension or termination 
of trade with the Soviet Union in the event 
he is unable to successfully negotiate an 
agreement referred to in the first section of 
this resolution within 90 days after the 
adoption of this resolution. 

That, I think, is the kind of flexibility 
necessary so that we might avoid the 
consequences that seem to me to flow 
from the language that Is in the Steven- 
son resolution. 

These are several of the reasons why 


I think we must be concerned not only 
about the policy Implications within An- 
gola and foreign policy but the impact 
of our response upori domestic political 
policy. The domestic political policy is 
not unrelated to what we may decide is 
right to do in Angola, 

It has been suggested by some that we 
si iould not be involved in Angola because 
the United States does not have that 
much at stake in Angola. That implies to 
me, at least, that we will never be in- 
volved In providing the means by which 
people can fight for their own independ- 
ence, if they desire to do so, against for- 
eign subversion or subversion within 
their own country supported by foreign 
powers unless the United States has a di- 
rect security interest in it. 

I would ask the Senate if that is the 
same standard we are applying in the 
Middle East as we approach the multi- 
billion dollar aid to the nation of Israel. 
I am not suggesting that we should not 
provide military assistance to Israel but 
I am saying we are applying that mili- 
tary assistance to Israel because we be- 
lieve it is right that they ought to have 
the opportunity to fight for their own 
survival. 

Are we willing to make that moral 
judgment and to commit ourselves and 
our resources to the support of the peo- 
ple in Israel because they happen to be 
more like us and are unwilling to do so 
in Angola because they happen to be 
black? Is that the kind of policy this 
Senate is about to adopt? Is that the 
k.nd of motivation we would be proud to 
have ascribed to the action that Is taken 
by us? 

I, happen to believe we are right in 
■saying to the world that Israel has a 
right to exist and that we underscore 
that by providing them with whatever 
assistance is necessary for them to fight 
for their survival. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McCLURE. In just a moment. 

I think we also ought to, in the same 
spirit that motivated the President in 
enunciating what has become known as 
the Guam doctrine, say that we will pro- 
vide the means to people who desire to 
fight for their own survival when they 
are threatened by subversion that Is be- 
5j ig supported from external forces. 

I think the President was also right in 
that policy enunciation when he said we 
are not going to try to fight everyone's 
buttles for them. But I believe if we are 
going to say we are not going to be the 
policemen of the world , we also ought to 
recognize there are struggles going on 
w ithin this world — there have been and 
w ill continue to be — where it is sought to 
subjugate people against their will to 
satisfy the ambitions of large powers out- 
side their countries, and the United 
States cannot morally ignore what hap- 
pens in those instances. 

I w ould be happy to yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma for a question. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I would like to point 
out to the Senator from Idaho there are 
those who advocate passage of the Tun- 
ney amendment, and then also appar- 
ently advocate the Congress overtly pass- 
ing the necessary legislation to provide 


for military support in Angola, and to 
do this openly either on regular legisla- 
tion or with special consideration. 

It seems to me this creates a hiatus 
that would be very dangerous, and I just 
wonder if the Senator from Idaho would 
comment on this to give me his opinion 
of the danger of a hiatus that would exist 
during that period even if Congress did 
adopt later on an amount of military help 
equivalent to that which is contemplated 
now with the readjustment of the funds. 

Mr. McCLURE. Well, let me say to the 
Senator from Oklahoma that has to be 
one of the major concerns that confront 
us now. 

Certainly I agree with those Members 
of the Senate who say the kind of in- 
volvement we are engaged in now, that 
we are apparently engaged In, where we 
started out with a few thousand dollars 
and now we are up to $25 million spent 
and $7 million programed, and $28 mil- 
lion requested. Is the kind of decision in 
which Congress should be involved; that 
It cannot be a covert operation, It should 
be an overt decision. 

It Is my feeling that it is already an 
overt policy. If it was ever a secret policy 
it no longer Is. So the decision we are 
making now is not whether to get in- 
volved to that extent, it is a question of 
whether we are going to stop being in- 
volved to that extent because we already 
are. 

The President of the United States, 
through tire activities of the State De- 
partment and the CIA and, to some de- 
gree, pursuant to the involvement of 
appropriate committees of this Congress 
that have approved at least portions of 
this action in the past, has already 
brought us to the point where the world 
sees, us as being Involved in Angola. 

If we adopt the Tunney amendment 
now we stop that involvement, and the 
signal is not whether we may decide at 
some future date to get involved again, 
but the signal is we have stopped being 
.involved and, I think, that has immedi- 
ate consequences in the perception of 
peoples around the world as to the will 
of the United States, the direction of the 
United States, and it simply is not some- 
thing that will not affect other people’s 
beliefs concerning the United States, and 
they will start making policy decisions 
of their own based upon that decision as 
they see it and not await a further deter- 
mination by Congress as to whether we 
wish again to program moneys to put 
in at some time in the future. 

It is not a neutral step. 

Mr. BARTLETT. If the Senator will 
yield further, the Senator makes a very 
good point about the whole matter be- 
ing overtly known and discussed by the 
people of this country. 

The reason I mentioned the hiatus is 
that presumably the funds can be re- 
assigned within a matter of several weeks 
after the first of the year, and on the 
other hand, new legislation for Angola 
would take several months at the earliest. 

So a hiatus would be created if we 
passed the Tunney amendment and then 
waited until later congressional action. 

On the other hand, if we would pro- 
ceed with further aid now, there would 
still be the opportunity for the Congress 
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to decide what future action it would 
want to take and there would be the 
chance for a more orderly transition 
from the covert actions that have been 
sanctioned and established as options 
for the executive branch by the legis- 
lative branch, there would be more time 
1 for transition from those options that 
are now being exercised by the executive 
branch to whatever was decided later 
on by the joint decision of the Congress 
and the executive branch, would that 
not be the case? 

Mr, McCLURE. The Senator is correct. 

I might add to that, it seems to me 
that one of the options that is available 
to us at this time to avoid that hiatus 
might be, for the time being, to operate 
under the continuing resolution which 
has already passed, rather than seek to 
get final action on this legislation at 
this time. 

X say that because whether we like 
it or not, some kind of signal is going 
to come out of any kind of action we 
take on this bill. Some kind of signal 
is going to be flashed to the participants 
in the struggle and others who are not 
participating in the struggle if we adopt 
the Tunney amendment or if we defeat 
the Tunney amendment. 

The situation that would occur if we 
operate under the continuing resolution, 
as I understand it, would be this, the 
Senator from Arkansas, the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee (Mr. 
McClellan) , has indicated that the re- 
quest for reprograming of funds will 
not be granted until the committee has 
had an opportunity for a hearing and a 
briefing and a discussion and a deter- 
mination by the committee, which means 
that the funds which they seek to re- 
program would not be available until 
some time after Congress convened again 
in January. 

The Congress, in the meantime, would 
not have said that they cannot continue 
to use the money which is in the pipeline 
now, and it would not have said they 
could not reprogram other moneys which 
might be available. I think there is a 
discretionary pool that exists that does 
not require reprograming, and that 
would be available in the absence of the 
Tunney amendment, although a very 
much smaller sum of money. 

It might be possible for us just to hold 
this matter in abeyance until we come 
back in January and operate, mean- 
while, under the continuing resolution 
with the much more constricted ability 
to use additional funds in Angola and 
make the determination at that time 
after the committees have had the op- 
portunity to be briefed and to discuss 
and make their own decision. 

Mr. HASKELL addressed the Chair. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the Senator 
yield to me for one more question? 

Mr. HASKELL. I just wonder if the 
Senator from Idaho will yield without 
losing his right to the floor while I offer 
an amendment to S. 1469 which involves 
the, Alaska Claims Act. It should not take 

- long- 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Colorado for that pur- 
pose without losing my right to the floor 


and without my resumption being con- 
sidered a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Alaska native claims settle- 
ment ACT AMENDMENTS 

Mr, HASKELL. Mr. President, I /ask 
the <3hair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Represent- 
atives on, S. 1469. / 

The ^RESIDING OFFICER / (Mr. 
Stone) ibid before the Senate the 
amendment, of the House of Represent- 
atives to the bill (S. 1469) to Provide, 
under or by '-a men dment of the/ Alaska 
Native Claims- Settlement Act, /for the 
late enrollment of certain Natives, the 
establishment of, an escrow aci/ount for 
the proceeds of certain lands, the treat- 
ment of certain payments arid grants, 
and the consolidation of existing re- 
gional corporations, 'and for other pur- 
poses. \ / 

(The amendments of the/ House are 
printed in the Record bf December 16, 
1975, beginning at page ^112624.) 

Mr. HASKELL. I wish\tjb thank the 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. President, I would ljfke to preface 
this by stating that I am informed that 
the amendments I am ahout to ask the 
Chair to lay before the Senate have been 
cleared with both Senators from-,Alaska, 
Senator Gravel being here. It has been 
cleared with Senator Fannin and., as a 
matter of fact, has bden cleared yrtth 
the Department of the/interior and ‘has 
satisfied all concerned./ \ 

Mr. President, I send to the desk sev- 
eral amendments and/minor substantive 
amendments, and ask unanimous consent' 
that they be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, the. amendments will be con- 
sidered en bloc. The clerk will state the 
amendments. / 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to read tin) amendments. 

Mr. HASKELL. U ask unanimous con- 
sent that further /reading of the amend- 
ments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: . 

1 . On page 1,/llne 3, strike “authorized” 
and insert In lieu thereof "directed”. 

2. On page 2: line 22 strike "village cor- 
porations” and insert in lieu thereof "Village 
Corporations”. / 

3. On page 2/ line 23, strike "Alaska Native 
Claims” and ihsert In lieu thereof “the”. 

4. On page/ 2, line 24, strike “who” and 
Insert In lieu thereof "the Village Corpora- 
tion or Corpbratlons of which”. 

5. On pagh 2, line 25, strike “receive sur- 
face and subsurface entitlement” and insert 
in lieu thereof "acquire title to the surface 
and subsurface estates of said reserves”. 

6. On page 3, line 12, strike “the minimum 
number” and insert in lieu thereof “a suffi- 
cient number”. 

7. On mage 4, line 24, strike "reexamina 
tion” ar$ insert in lieu thereof “redeter- 
minatio: 

8. On /page 5, lines 6 and 7, strike ", Issued 
pursuant to section 14(g) of the Settlement 
Act, pefrtaining to land” and insert In lieu 
thereof "pertaining to lands”. 

B. Cm page 5, lines 14 and 15, strike “the 
proceeds which” and Insert in lieu thereof 
"the proceeds, together with Interest, which”. 


\ 10. On page 5, line 16, strike “pertaining ■ 
Rands” and insert in lieu thereof "pertaining 
tip such lands”. 

\11. On page 5, line 18, strike "together wib 
interest”. / 

12. On page 5, line 24, and page 6, lime 
1, fctrike “deposited in the Treasury of /he 
United States or”. 

1A On page 6, lines 7 and 8, strike I' de- 
posit such deposit to bear simple interest 
at a late determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury” and insert in lieu thereof :j “de- 
posit ’to the date of payment with simple 
interest at the rate determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be the rate payable 
on short-term obligations of the /United 
States prevailing at the time of payment”. 

14. Oil page 6, line 12, strike "(25 U.S.C. 

162 a)” And insert in lieu thereof ’/( 52 Stat. 
1037) ". \ / 

15. On fjage 6, line 18, strike "subsection’’ 
and insert(in. lieu thereof “section”. 

16. On page 7, between lines 5; and 6, in- 

sert “Temporary exemption frony certain se- 
curities laws”. s 

17. On page 7, line 17, between "all” and 
“information'" Insert “the”. ! 

18. On page. 7, between lines pi and 22, in- 
sert “Relation\to other programs”. 

19. On pages 8, line 4, aftep “1964” insert 
“(78 Stat. 703 )\ as amended”/ 

20. On page 8, between lines 21 and 22, in- 
sert "Merger of \Native corporations”. 

21. On page 10, line 4, between "corpora- 
tions and shareholders whifih” and "partici- 
pated”, Insert "ahd who”. / 

22. On page 11, line 1, /strike “consolida- 

tions” and insert ip. lieu thereof “consolida- 
tion”. \ ; 

23. On page 12,'; line .'14, strike “Alaska 
Natives” and Insert \n lieu thereof “Natives”. 

24. On page 12, lines 18 and 19, strike 
"Alaska Native Regional Corporations or by 
Alaska Native” and 'Jnpert In lieu thereof” 
Regional Corporation^ in Alaska or by". 

25. On page 13, lln<£ 1 and 2, and lines 5 
and 6, strike "Alaska 'Regional Corporation” 
and Insert in lieu thereof "Regional Corpora- 

\ tion In Alaska” in both places. 

26. On page 13, Ilhes t, 8, and 9, strike “In 
the event section 5(4.) oi the Settlement Act 
iskamended to reopen the Alaska Native Roll 
foi\ additional enrollments and insert in lieu 
thereof “Whenever additional enrollment 
undeb the Settlement Act Is permitted pur- 
suant',, to this Act or any dther provision- of 
law,” 


27. Ob page ljB, line 11, strike “such Act” 
and insert in IJeu thereof (‘the Settlement 

28. On jkge/13, line 12, between “enroll- 
ment” and - eject” insert a comma, 

29. On pagd 13, line 14, strike "the Settle- 
ment” and iijfcert in lieu thereof “such". 

30. On page y3, line 15, stride “Natives’ ” 
and insert lh lieu thereof "Native’s”. 

31. On pige M, lines 18 an\l 22, strike 

"Alaska” in,' both jflaces. \ 

32. On pftge 13, lines 23 and 24,istrike “re- 

gional or tillage corporation” and insert in 
lieu thereof “Regloifal or Village^ Corpora- 
tion”. ■ \ \ 

33. On/pages 15 and amend section 11 to 
read as p/llows: 

"Sec. .11. The boundary between thlf south- 
eastern/ and Chugach regions shall\he the 
141st meridian: Provided, That the Regional 
Corporation for the Chugacl4region snail ac- 
cord to the Natives enrolledYto the Village 
of Yakutat the same rights \n<l privileges 
to use any lands which may be, conveyed to 
the Regional Corporation in the. vicinity of 
Icy /Bay for such purposes as such Natives 
hai/e traditionally made thereof, including, 
but not limited to, subsistence hunvmg, flteh- 
tne and gathering, as the Regional aprpora- 
tipn accords to its own shareholders, and 
shall take no unreasonable or arbitrary abtiq 
elative to such lands for the primary Wii 
lose and having the effect, of impairing otf 
curtailing such rights and privileges.”. 
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34\On page 10, line 12, strike “COOK IN- 
LET SETTLEMENT.—”. 

35. On page 16, lines 15 and 16, strike 
“ ‘region*^ hereinafter” and insert in lieu 
thereof “hereinafter in this section, referred 
to as the ‘Region’ ”. 

36. On pagS. 17. line 6, strike “Alaska Na- 
tive Claims”. \ 

37. On page t'7 , line 21, strike ‘‘set forth 
therein” and insert in lieu thereof "and the 
Region, as a matter of Federal law". 

38. On page 17, line 22, page 18, lines 5, 
7, 12 and 17, betweefy “ 1 .1 ) ” and "approxi- 
mately", “(3)” and “Federal”, "(4)” and 
‘‘township”, "(5)" and '‘twenty-nine”, and 
“(01” and “lands”, in each,. case, insert “title 
to”, 

39. On page 18. line 5. strike “townships 10 

south” and insert in lieu Lherlfiof “township 
10 south”. v 

40. On page 18, line 21, strike “Alaska 

Native Claims”. \ 

41. On page 19, line 10, strike “owher” and 
insert in lieu thereof “Region so iongNts the 
Region owns such lands”. 

42. On page 19, line 11, strike “Alaska' Na- 
tive Claims”. \ 

43. On page 19, line 15, between “land\ 
and “without restriction” insert "conveyed”/ 

44. On page 19, line 18 and lines 23 and 
24, strike ‘‘Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated,” 
and in both places Insert in lieu thereof “the 
Region”, 

45. On page 19, line 23, between “11(a) 
(1)” and the comma insert “of the Settle- 
ment Act”. 

46. On page 19, line 24. strike “the Region” 
and insert in lieu thereof “the Regional Cor- 
poration". 

47. On page 20, line 2, between “11(a) (3) ” 
nnd “as” Insert “of the Settlement Act”. 

48. On page 20, lines 3 and 4 and line 20, 
strike “Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated,” in 
both places and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Region". 

49. On page 20, line 17, strike “the Region" 
and insert in lieu thereof "the affected Re- 
gional Corporation”. 

50. On page 20, line 10. between "any sec- 
tion 11(a)(1)” and the period insert ‘‘with- 
drawal". 

51. On page 20, line 17, strike “affected 
Region" and insert in lieu thereof “affected 
Regional Corporation". 

52. On page 21, lines 5, 7, and 8, 16. and 
21, strike “Alaska Native Claims” in each of 
the four places It appears. 

53. On page 21, lines 8 and 9, strike “3.5 
townships of subsurface” and insert in lieu 
thereof “3.58 townships of oil and gas and 
coal”. 

54. On page 21, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘‘re- 
gional corporation or village corporation” 
nnd insert in lieu thereof “Regional Corpo- 
ration or Village Corporation”. 

55. On page 22, line 2, strike “Alaska Na- 
tive Claims”. 

56. On page 23, lines 9 through 11, strike 
Provided. That If the land is not used for 

the above purposes it shall revert to the 
United States”. 

57. Oil page 23, line 16, strike "Act:” and 

insert in lieu thereof “Act. and the convey- 
ance of such lands shall also contain a pro-, 
vision that, if the lands cease to he used to/ 
the purposes for which they were convey®!, 
the lands and title thereto shall revert/to 
the United States:”. / 

58. On page 24, line 9, after “Act.” insert 

“This conveyance shall be considered and 
treated as a conveyance under the/Settle- 
nient Act.”. / 

59. On page 24, lines 15 and As, strike 

' Alaska Native Claims”. / 

60. On page 25, line 1, stride “corpora- 

tion*” and insert in lieu thereof “Corpora- 
tions”. / 

61. Page , line , strik* “Alaska Native 

Claims”. f 

62. On page 25, lines Al and 18, strike 


“Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. of 
December 18, 1971 (85 Stat. 688) , Is hereby" 
and insert in heu thereof “Settlement Act 
Is”. 

63. On page 26, line 2, between “2033” and 
“of" insert “, or any successor provisions,”. 

64. On pages 27 and 28, strike each of the 
periods between and including line 6 on page 
27 and line 6 on page 28 arid insert in lieu 
of each such period a semicelon. 

65. On page 28, line 6, directly after the 
number “13" and the semicolon provided 
for in amendment no. 65 above insert “8.M., 
Alaska, notwithstanding” and delete “Not- 
withstanding” on line 7. 

66. On page 28, line 21, between “assigns," 
end “and” insert “such”. 

67. On page 29, line 23, and page 30, line 
: , strike “Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Vet (85 Stat. 6881.” and insert in lieu thereof 
■Settlement Act”. 

68. On page 39, line 8, strike “national 
orests system" and insert in lieu thereof 

‘ National Forest. System”. 

69. On page 29, lines 11 and 12 and line 
3, strike “Alaska Native Claims” in both 

I ‘laces. 

70. On page 29, line 18. strike “Group 
Corporations’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
'• corporations organized by Native groups”. 

71. On page 29 lines 19 and 20, strike “the 
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permanent, residents of the Sta{e of 
Alaska. 

When the Secretary of the /interior 
certified the final Native roll q 6 Decem- 
ber 18, 1973, he also declared that less 
than a majority of the nonresident Na- 
tives voted for the 13 th /nd the 13th 
region issue had failed. nonresidents 
were, accordingly, enrolled in the ap- 
propriate region in AMska. Two orga- 
nizations — the Alaska/r ederation of Na- 
tives International, Jfie and the Alaska 
Native Association/ of Oregon — repre- 
senting the interests of nonresidents and 
the concept of the 13th region, sepa- 
rately, brought suit against the Secre- 
tary in the 1.1/5. District Court for the 
District of Columbia requesting that the 
declaration of the Secretary be declared 
invalid and that the 13 th region be 
established. On October 6, 1975, the dis- 
trict coind. entered an order implement- 
ing an e&rlier order in 1 974, directing the 
Secretary to ceate toe 13th region, en- 
roll therein all nonresident Natives who 
had/indicated, on their last formal com- 
mphi'cation with the Secretary, their de- 
s^e to enroll in a 13th region, and to 


Native Corporations for the cities of” and “P* cx,Iua ln a Join region, and to 
itiseV,t; in lieu thereof “and the corporations provide for the incorporation of the 13 to 
organized by Natives residing in". /Regional Corporation. 

72. op page 30. line 20. after “Kenai,” and.-’' Section 8 -is necessary to supplement 
before “other” insert “an as defined on this the court’s order. The amendment pro- 
c ’ an v ??_ es no change m enrollment to 


‘the" And 
/ 


73. On p'kge 31, line 4, between 
: Secretary" Insert ‘'appropriate". 

Mr. McCLDRE. Will the Senator yield 
for one question? 

Mr. HASKELtx I yield to the /Senator. 

Mr. McCLURE. 1 want to make certain 
1 understood the Sapator, I was talking 
8 1 the time he made, the statement. 

My understanding is that these are 
technical amendments which have been 
discussed wtih the Sena.ttR- from Arizona 
( Mr. Fannin) ? / \ 

Mi’. HASKELL. Ye/. I atp informed 
mat they have beej/cleared/vith Sen- 
ator Fannin, that they are satisfactory 
to Senator Graved that they ate satis- 
factory to Senate/ Stevens, and further- 
more, I am informed they are satisfactory 
to the Secretary of toe Interior. \ 

As toe Sector knows, I can only gp 
on what X am informed. \ 

Mr. HASKELL, S. 1469 makes certain 
a nendments to toe Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act in order to resolve vari- 
ous difficulties which have arisen dur- 
ing the implementation of that act. 
S 1469 was passed by the Senate on Au- 
g is/ 2, 1975, and was passed by the House 
do December 16, 1975, with an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute. With 
/b it a few exceptions, the House-passed 
b il is the same in substance as that 
passed by the Senate. 

Mr. President, the House has added 
certain provisions which, while they were 
not in the Senate-passed bill, have been 
the subject of hearings and considera- 
tion by the Senate Interior Committee. 
1 will briefly describe those new sections 
which should be accepetd by the Senate 
with certain changes. 

Section 8 of S. 1469, as added by the 
House, relates, to toe establishment of 
a 1 3th region and the incorporation of 
a 13th Regional Corporation for the 
benefit of enrolled Natives who were not 
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either the 13th region or to one of toe 
12 regions in Alaska which is required or 
permitted by the court’s order shall affect 
any land entitlements of an Alaska Na- 
tive Regional or Village Corporation ex- 
isting at the time of the creation of the 
13th region. Also, it provides that, in 
furtherance of the court's order, any can- 
cellation of stock of a Native shall be 
without liability to either the corpora- 
tion or toe individual Finally, it provides 
that in the event the Native roll is re- 
opened for new enrollment, eligible Na- 
tives who are permanent nonresidents of 
Alaska are to elect whether they wish to 
enroll in the 13 to region or the appro- 
priate Alaska region at ihe time of their 
enrollment. 

Section 10, as added by the House, re- 
lates to a certain land selection problem 
in the southeastern region of Alaska con- 
cerning which the committee has twice 
Received testimony. This section provides 
toat Sealaska. Inc., may select its ap- 
propriately 200,000-aere entitlement 
from lands which were withdrawn in the 
national forest for selection by village 
corporations of the southeastern region, 
but which were not so selected. The sec- 
tion provides that Sealaska, Inc., may 
not select any lands on Admiralty Island 
in the withdrawal for the village of An- 
goon. In addition, no sections can be 
made in the withdrawal for the villages 
of Yakutat- and Sgxman. unless the Gov- 
ernor of the State'-of Alaska or his dele- 
gate consents to suck selection. This sec- 
tion is necessary to fulfill Sealaska’s se- 
lection rights under tHV Settlement Act. 

Section 11 as added By the House re- 
solves a boundary dispui between Sea- 
laska and the Chugac h \region. The 
amendment is supported by Both affected 
regions. \ 

Section 12 as added by the House re- 
lates to a settlement of a land selection 
problem in the Cook Inlet Region. On 


/ 
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unanffaptls consent that the order for 
the quorum caii be rescinded. 

The PRE&DING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it foso ordered. 

The questioii is on agreeing to the 
amendment of me Senator from Michi- 
gan. tinder the previous order, there is 
a time limitation V 40 minutes on the 
amendment, to be Vqually divided be- 
tween the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
Ghutih) and the Senator from Cali- 
fornia (Mr .Tunney) . Who yields time? 

Mr, CLARK. Mr, President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, ami ask unani- 
mous ; consent that the tune, for the 
quorum call be equally divide' 3 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing tlie right to object, whatVas the 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Jikt to 
divide the time on the quorum 'call 
equally. 

Mr. McCLURE. No objective. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withou 
objection, it Is so ordered. 

Mr,. CLARK. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. ‘ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
wm pat the roll., . 

The segend^asstitant legislative clerk 
proceeded to ca ll the roll. 

Mr. JAVITS, Mf. President, I ask 
unanimous .consent that the order for 
the quorum . call he rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered'. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield my- 
self time on the time reserved on my 
amendment, which is to follow the Griffin 
amendment, and I would like to yield 
myself 5 minute. 

The PRESIDING QEEicer. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so m'dcrea, 

Mr : m 


under the Defense Appropriation Act, 
which would have to be reprogrammed 
if they wanted to do something about 
Angola, still does not change the various 
military necessities. 

We may decide, if the House and the 
Senate agree on this conference report, 
that we are going to tighten our belt 
on program A, B, C, or D and cut $33 
million out of it. We may and we may not. 

My amendment will make that un- 
necessary. It will facilitate an agree- 
ment between the House and the Sen- 
ate, as there may be great difference of 
opinion on that score, and it will get 
the matter down to its essentials. To 
argue about a $33 million provision in a 
$90 billion bill seems to be unnecessarily 
throwing a monkey wrench into the 
works. We know what we want to do. If 
we decide to do it, let us not compli- 
cate it with a money equation. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. I think this is a good 
amendment. I do not think it is the 
intention of the sponsors to delete 
money in the bill. I think some Sen-/ 
ators.Nthough, assume that the $28 mil/ 
lion has already been approved, whig 
it has not 

. Mr, JAwITS. Of course. It leaves/the 
conference 'agreement in balance/ be- 
cause the two sides have agreed— the 
House and tire Senate — and we., ho not 
disturb that agreement. / 

However, we pSwe a new problem, just 
arisen, and nobody’s feathe/s can be 
ruffled if we try to Seal with it in a sub- 
stantive way rather \Jian Wing to dis- 


.Mff President, the situ- 

, , . .. . .XbSJJxesqntedto.usshcrt- 

ly in file SenfSffffW represent action on 
the On 31a amendment— -I will analyze in 
a moneht es^cuy . what that will do — 

and then, yffiether, or. not the Griffin principal objective, which is to c\t 
amendment succeeds on my amendment. J ’ ' 


turb what may have 
take on the money si 
enC e. 

Mr,: CRANSTON. I 
tors who have spoken 
the principal spons 
amendment — and I 
totally prepared 


'the give and 
In the confer- 


y to both Sena- 
at Nbelicve that 
of the Tunney 
m one of them — are 
support ttte Javits 


The thrust, of the Griffin amendment 
is to prevent from going into Angola any 
U.S. military or ciyilian forces involved 
in hostilities, in or oyer or from off the 
shorqg qjf Angola, unless Congress specif- 
ically authorizes it. 

The: thrusiuof the Tuimey amendment, 
as it would be amended by my amend- 
ment, which will either be added onto 
the Griffin amendment px will.be a sepa- 
rate amendment fiffly. qualified, once the 
Griffin amendment is acted upon. Is that 
only intelligence gathering wifi be. per- 
mitted as ah activity in respect of An- 
gola, under tire Defense Appropriation 
Act, which is the subject of the confer-/ 
ence report. 

The difference between my 
ment and the present Tunney amend- 
ment is. jh&t the Tunney amendment 
proposes to reduce by $33 million ofie of 
the items, of appropriation in tty* con- 
ference report. I omit any sucly reduc- 
tion and simply keep the sum as it is. 

The reason for my action is this: Obvi- 
ously, it is important to get the greatest 
consensus here, and there are Members 
who feel that the funds .programmed 


approach, becausq'we recognize thpt our 

off 

ramilitary, covert/and 
l Angola and around 
lerved by the arnendr 
change in the dollai 
pe that members of the 
immittee who are con- 
;hange will look with 
ice upon our amend- 
ment. 

Mr/JAVITS. May I say, in fairness to 
the authors of the amendment, that they 
were told that in the parliamentary sit- 
on, they had to move to reduce the 
.ount; otherwise, their amendment 
ould not be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr, JAVITS. I yield myself 2 addition- 
al minutes. 

Whereas, my amendment is only in 
order because theirs already has been 
in order. So that everybody’s role is se- 
cure. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
realize that we have achieved our objec- 
tive. Whatever decision we make, even if 
it is on the negative side, will be a na- 
tional poliey decision. The House and 
the Senate will have passed on this par- 


ticular question. I hope very/much that 
we will make it positive and/that we will 
start anew, as we should/have started 
when this sum got to be $25 million and 
we began to put military materiel into 
the situation. 

I do not believe th/at the transition 
will be harmful to the executive depart- 
ment, because it probably takes some 
time to absorb this* kind of military aid 
in the area, anyhow, and it will give us 
an opportunity /or a more deliberate 
judgment as to/what must be done and 
how' much. 

In the Foreign Relations Subcommit- 
tee — I am confident the committee will 
take it — we* have materially accelerated 
the procedure by which the administra- 
tion can Act and Congress must act if 
it wishe/ to stop. 

So I /think this is a plan which holds 
fer. I am very hopeful that we will 
Defense appropriation on its way 
an c/ will have dealt effectively with our 
>lems respecting Angola, 
tr. President, I say to the acting ma- 
>rity leader that it will be my purpose 
'now to seek advice from the leadership as 
to whether they will accept a recess until 
1:45, because Senator Griffin has asked 
oUr indulgence, as he has necessarily had 
to see the President. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Certainly. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time may be 
charged to both amendments and both 
sides of both amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the rolL 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


recess Until i :so p.m. ; and unan- 
imous-consent AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
lanimous consent that the Senate stand 
recess until the hour of 10 minute to 
2, And that beginning at that time there 
he limitation of 10 minutes on the 
pending amendment to be equally di- 
vided Between the Senator from Michi- 
gan (Mn. Griffin) , the sponsor of the 
amendment, and the Senator from Cali- 
fornia (mAtunney) , and that the vote 
on the amendment occur at 2 o’clock. 

There beingVio objection, the Senate, 
at 1:15 p.m., recessed until 1:50 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled when 
called to order by\the Presiding Officer 
(Mr. Cranston). 



NSE APPRO- 
YEAR 1976 


DEPARTMENT OF 
PRIATIONS, FIS 

The Senate continued with the consid- 
eration of amendment in {disagreement 
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act malting appro- 
priations for the Department of Defense 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, 
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andtfor the period beginning July 1, 1978 
and ending September 30, 1976, and foo 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wh< 
yields 1 , time? 

The Chair, in his capacity as the Sen- 
ator ffom California, suggests the , ab- 
sence C(f a quorum. 

The ^lerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk, pro- 
ceeded co call the roll. 

Mr. MpCLURE. Mr. President, I asi 
unanimous consent that the order'for tlu 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Sir. Has- 
kell) . Without objection, it is soordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I a-sfe 
unanimous consent that Samantha Sen- 
ger and John Cevette, of Sector Has- 
kell’s staff, be granted the privilege ol 
the floor during the consideration of and 
voting on alt tariff bills today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it te so ordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll, / 

The second Assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to cal} the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask imanimous’.conseijt that the order 
for the quorum (kill be 1 rescinded. 

The PRESIDING /OFFICER (Mr. 
Packwood). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Senate 
will proceed to vote ton the amendment 
of the Senator fromlMichigan. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. /President, have the 
yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C; BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yea d and, nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second Thete is a sufficient 
second. / \ 

The yeas and, nays wei’e ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques - 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered, and the clerk will \ call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
Bayh) , is necessarily absent- 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator fnbm Arizona (Mr. Gold water) , 


is necessarily absent. 


The result 

was announced- yeas 26, 

nays 72, follows: 


{/Rollcall Vote No. 

606 Le^. ! 

/ 

TEAS — 26 


Baker j 

Eastland 

Dong \ 

Bartletf! 

Fannin 

McClellan 

Bellmon 

Fong 

McClure 

Buckley 

Garn 

Morgan 

Byrd, / 

Griffin 

Scott. Hugh 

Har,ry F., Jr. 

Hansen 

S tennis 

Curtis 

Helms 

Thurmond 

Dole; 

Hruska 

Tower i 

Domfenici 

t 

1 

Laxalt 

Young - 

NAYS — 72 

\ 

Abfiurezk 

Burdick 

Culver \ 

Allen 

Byrd, Robert C. Durkin. ' 

Bfall 

Cannon 

Eagleton \ 

Bents en 

Case 

Ford = 

Biden 

Chiles 

Glenn \ 

Brock 

Church 

Gravel \ 

Brooke 

Clark 

Hart, Gary \ 

Bumpers 

Cranston 

Hart, Philip j(L 


Hartke 

McGovern 

Rotb 

Haskell 

McIntyre 

Schweiker 

Hatfield 

Metcall 

Scott, 

Hathaway 

Mondale 

William u. 

Hollings 

Montoya 

Sparkman 

Huddleston 

Moss 

Stafford 

Humphrey 

Muskie 

Stevens / 

Inodye 

Nelson 

Stevenson. 

Jackson 

Nunn 

Stone f 

Javits 

Packwood 

Symington 

Johnston 

Pas tore 

Taft 

Kennedy 

Pearson 

Talmadee 

Leahy V 

Pell 

Tunney 

Magnuspn 

Percy 

Welckeir 

Mansfield 

Proxmire 

Wllliapis 

Mathias 

Randolph . 

McGee 

Ribicoff 

i 

Bayh 

NOT VOTING- 

Goldwater 

—2 / 


So Mr. Griffin’s amendment was re- 
jected. 1 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the previous order, the Senator from 
New York is' recognized to call up his 
amendment. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider ‘the vote by which the 
amendment was.rejectea. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield for 
that purpose. 

I move to lay v that motion on the 
table. \ j 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. A 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I yield half 
a minute of my time to Senator Curtis 
for a unanimous-consept request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold for just a moment. WUl 
those in the aisles please remove them- 
selves from the aisleskfrhe Senate is 
not in order. / * 

I believe t$e Senator from New York 
said half a minute to the Senator from 
Nebraska. / 


SUBSTITUTION OF SENATOR BROCK 
FOR SENATOR FANNIN AS A CON- 
FEREE— H.R. 10727 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Preside!*, I ask 
unanimous consent that the '^Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. Brock) be named a 
conferee on H.R. 10727, and the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. Fannin) be removed 
as a conferee on that bill. i 

•Die PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. \ 

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator. ' 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of amendment in disagree- 
ment No. 75 to HR. 9861, an act making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1976. and for the j>erlod beginning 
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 
1976, and for other purposes, 

Mr. JAVITS. I call up my amendment 
and send it to the desk to be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from New York (Mr. Javits) 
proposes an amendment No. 1312 to amend- 
ment No. 1303* 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike “206,600,000” and In Ueu of the 
language proposed to be inserted by amend- 


ment 1303 Insert the following: “$205,600 - 
000, none of which, nor any other funds ap- 
propriated in this Act may be used for any 
activities involving Angola other than in- 
telligence gathering, and which funds are’ . 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nay ; were ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, th - amendment pro- 
poses only to eliminate the figures from 
the Tunney amendment which reduced 
the amount of $2ns ,600,000 down to 
$172,600,000. 

My amendment contains the same fig- 
ure agreed upon in conference, $205,- 
600,000, and it includes the Tunnev 
language. 

Mr. President, may we have order. I 
will be through very quickly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold? The Senate will please 
be In order. 

Mr. JAVITS. The reason for my 
amendment is simply to strip this con- 
troversy, which we have debated at such 
length, of any question about the 
amounts involved. The amount will re- 
main exactly as the conferees agreed on, 
but we do include the Injunction against 
spending any money appropriated in this 
act or any part of that $205 million for 
any activities involving Angola other 
than Intelligence gathering. That is the 
whole sum of it. 

The reason for it Is we have been told 
that the way in which money would l>e 
available If we did nothing for the Angola 
operation will be by reprograming other 
funds for various purposes contained in 
this act, and it was my feeling as the 
debate developed that as the conferees 
had arrived at a balance of their respec- 
tive views on money -that is what the 
essence of this bill Is all about— and as 
It was made clear to us there was no sum 
of money here for Angola, it would have 
to come from cutting down other pro- 
grams on which they had agreed, which- 
ever ones they were, which they called 
reprograming, it seemed to me the pro- 
ponents of the funds mental proposition 
put before us by Senator Tunney, by 
Senator Clark, and others, really would 
only embarrass their cause by seeking to 
reduce the money. There was no point 
to it once we got the basic prohibition 
established, and that is what this will do. 

May I say for my colleague. Senator 
Tunney, and others on that side that 
they could not have gotten into this 
situation in a parliamentary sense unless 
they had done something about the 
money. But having opened the door, we 
should now walk through it, and I hope 
the Senate will carry this as the substi- 
tute language for the Tunney language 
■without, renegotiating the dollars in- 
volved. 

My final point, Mr President, that it 
will save a lot of time with the other body 
if they are In any mood to do anything 
about Angola. It will certainly be a lot 
easier to get them to do it if they do not 
have to retrade all their deals on the 
defense appropriations. 
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For those reasons, Mr. President, I 
hope every one of the parties interested, 
except on a straight division of whether 
we will or will not go the Tunney route, 
will agree that this amendment is the 
right course to follow and that, as this 
amendment replaces the whole s of the 
Tunney amendment, this will be the final 
action oh that proposition. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
front California 2 minutes _ 

Mr, TUNNEY. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from New York and I have had a 
chance to discuss his substitute at some 
length, and the way he described the 
impact of his substitute is, in my mind, 
correct. 

I think the substitute offered is a good 
one I point out the reason that the $33 
million as placed originally in my amend- 
ment was that it would have been out 
of order if we had hot referred to a dollar 
figure In the amendment in disagreement 
No. 75 that came over from the House. 

We no longer need that dollar figure. 
The dollar figure did represent our best 
estimate of the moneys that had been 
spent or were being programed to be 

spent in Angola. , 

Therefore, I am prepared to yield back 
the remainder of my time, and let us 
have a, vote on the Senator’s amendment. 

I think it is a good one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in' order. Again will those 
conversing in the well please go some- 
place else. Will those conversing m the 
well please leave the Chamber. 

Mr. JAVlYS. Mr. President, in yield- 
ing, I would appreciate it if the Chair 
would Inform me so that I do not use 
the last 2 minutes of my time. 

I yield. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Just one short ques- 
tion. One thing that did not come up 
yesterday and did not come up this 
morning that I was curious about, and 
that is whether or hot this amendment or 
the T unn ey amendment as it was orig- 
inally written, would be other than an 
expression of the sentiment of the Sen- 
ate and would it have any more than 
possibly an inhibiting effect on the pos- 
sible use of any other funds the CIA has 
which could be used for covert activities? 

Mr, JAVTTS. I am not so young in this 
body as to believe that in a budget run- 
ning into several hundred billions of dol- 
lars that the administration could not 
find money to do this. It would obviously 
bar them from using money in the $90 
billion. . . \ 

But I really believe with such a preci- 
sion of expression by the Senate and the 
House on such a major bill as the de- 
fense appropriations bill, I would not 
believe the administration would move 
in that direction and, if it did, I assure 
the Senator there are lots of other ways 
in which a body as large as that ma- 
jority which turned down the Griffin 
amendment could see that they rue the 
day. So I do not believe we are acting 
other than very substantively and deci- 
sively if we adopt the amendment I have 
sent to the desk. 

May I say, Mr. President, that amend- 
ment is for myself and Senator Hum- 
phrey of Minnesota. 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. JAVTTS. Yes. A ^ 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from California a moment ago 
referred to the' dollar amount figure in 
his amendment which the Senator from 
New York seeks to eliminate as being 
the best estimate of the amount of money- 
that had been spent or would be repro- 
gramed. 

Am I not correct in remembering the 
statements made by the Senator from 
North Dakota and the Senator from 
Arkansas that a request for reprogram- 
ing in this dollar amount had been made 
but, as a matter of fact, no reprograming 
has occurred and, I think, the Senator 
from Arkansas indicated that before the 
committees were about to grant such an 
authorization, there would be hearings 
and further inquiry by the committee? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is my recollection, 
and I hope we are both correct, because 
whatever happens to this conference 
report 

Mr. YOUNG. Will the Senator yield? 


Mr. JAVITS. Of course I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. The amount is to be pro- 
gramed, it is $28 million. I think the 
Tunney amendment deletion of claim 
money is not necessary to accomplish his 
objection. 

Mr. JAVTTS. I thank my colleague. 

Mr. McCLURE. Would the Senator 
from North Dakota not agree with the 
Senator from New York and myself that 
although that request have been made, 
no sum of money has been reprogramed? 

Mr. YOUNG. In fact, Chairman Mc- 
Clellan notified the CIA he would not be 
taking up the reprograming until Con- 
gress convenes in January. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. JAVITS. I might say to Senator 
Young, the chairman’s trusted minority 
senior member, I would hope that what- 
ever happens to the conference report, 
we hear rumors there are intentions to 
debate it until we quit, and things like 
that, that is up to all those involved, but 
I would hope with the clear expression 
of view by the whole Senate that at the 
very least it is intended by this repro- 
graming method to let them use the 
money, that the matter would be sub- 
mitted to the Senate, and if it felt we 
cannot wait the 20-odd days involved, 
I would hope it would be submitted to- 
day, tomorrow, or Saturday. 

I think that is the least due us, having 
gone through the enormous exercise, and 
at long last trying to join the Congress 
and those major policy decisions on for- 
eign policy, and being, as Arthur Van- 
denberg, for one of the first times in 
modem times, in at the takeoff instead of 
just at the landing, so many of which 
will crash. 


Mr. TUNNEY. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I feel so strongly that 
this amendment offers the Senate an op- 
portunity to express its opinion on the 
basic principle that no moneys under 
this defense appropriation bill ought to 
go to Angola for military purposes that I 
ask to be a cosponsor of this amendment 
because it is directly on point the lan- 


guage is exactly the same as the amend- 
ment that has been introduced by me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York asked to be advised 
when he had 2 minutes remaining. He 
has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator Tun- 
ney may be added as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVTTS. Mr. President, I am pre- 
pared to vote now, but I do not see any- 
one from the Appropriations Committee 
who could speak for them, so I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I think that I control 
the other half of the time. I am happy to 
yield the floor to the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. President, I rise because he stated 
that a vote in favor of the Javits amend- 
ment would constitute a vote in approval 
of the principles underlying the Tunney 
amendment. 

I just want the Record to make it clear 
that a vote to improve an undesirable 
amendment does not constitute a vote of 
approval for that same amendment. 

So I do not want my vote that will be 
forthcoming to be confused with ap- 
proval of the Tunney proposal. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I am prepared to yield 
back my time unless another Senator 
wishes to speak. 

Mr. YOUNG. Will the Senator yield 
me 1 minute? 

Tire PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 
time? 

Is this on the time of the Senator from 
California? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. I ask the Senator from 
New York, does his amendment embody 
the language of the Tunney amendment? 

What I am trying to determine is does 
your amendment restore money, and also 
encompass the Tunney language? 

Mr. JAVITS. It does. 

Mr. YOUNG. I support that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator Case 
may be made a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. McCLURE. The pending amend- 
ment is an amendment to the Tunney 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
for the Tunney amendment. 

Mr. McCLURE. And if this amend- 
ment is adopted, it would require a fur- 
ther vote upo nthe Tunney amendment 
as amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I am prepared to yield 
back my time unless there is any Sena- 
tor that wants to have my time. 

Does any Senator request time? 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, could v e 
clarify whether the Javits amendment 
does include the Tunney amendment? 

Mr. TUNNEY. The Javits amendment 
includes the language in the Tunney 
amendment with one exception. The $33 
million is eliminated. 

Mr. FANNIN. But not on the- 

Mr. TUNNEY. Tire only way the Tun- 
ney amendment can be adopted is to have 
a vote. This represents a substitute for 
my amendment. 

Mr. FANNIN. That is what I wanted to 
know. 

I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Will the Senator from 
Idaho agree to yield back the time or 
does he want to use my time? 

Mr. McCLURE. There is a little con- 
fusion, will the Senator yield for n 
moment? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Certainly. 

Mr. McCLURE. So we can qualify the 
situation so that everybody may know 
exactly what is involved here. 

The Javits amendment is an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute for the 
Tunney amendment, but a vote for the 
Javits amendment does not adopt the 
Tunney amendment. 

If the Javits amendment is adopted, 
there would still be a vote on the Tun- 
ney amendment as amended by the Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. TUNNEY. That is correct. 

Mr. McCLURE. So. that I, for one, al- 
though not necessarily in support of the 
Tunney amendment, would support the 
Javits amendment as being an improve- 
ment. 

I think the Senator from California 
has indicated he thinks so, also. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I would just like to say 
that I think if the Javits amendment is 
accepted, it is going to make it very clear 
what the sentiment of the Senate is hi 
respect to cutting off funds to Angola. 

It would then be my view, if the Javits 
amendment carries, it would then be 
clear that a majority of this body wants 
to cut off funds under this defense ap- 
propriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I am prepared to yield 
back, but the Senator from New York de- 
sires to speak. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I went 
to some pains just now— — 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order, please. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I went to some pains 
just now to rebut the presumption just 
stated by the Senator from California 
My vote in favor of the Javits amend- 
ment must not be construed as a vote in 
favor of cutting off these funds for co- 
vert affairs in Angola. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Then I suggest the Sen- 
ator vote against it. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. The Senator from Cal- 
ifornia has no right to instruct me how < 


to vote or determine the reasons for my 
vote. 

Mr. TUNNEY, I have no right, but I 
make the suggestion. 

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator yield 
lor a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Dan Dreyfus 
and Ben Yamagato be granted privilege 
of the floor in connection with H.R. 3474. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Charles Warren 
of my staff, be granted privilege of the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New Mexleo. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Frank DuBois, 
of my staff, be granted privilege of the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OF1UCER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield back the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFITCER. Ail time 
having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from New York. The yeas and 
nays— — 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Washington (Mr. Jack- 
son) may proceed for not to exceed 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVEI/)P- 

MENT ADMINISTRATION /AU- 
THORISATIONS 

Mr. JACifSON. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair toljsy before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the House of Representatives 
on H.R. 3474, \ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Packwood) laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Represent- 
atives to the ameridn^nt of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 34 7£) to authorize ap- 
propriations to tlie Jihergy Research and 
Development Administration in accord- 
ance with section 261. of the Atomic 
Energy Act of JS54, as amended, section 
305 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 

1974, and section 16 of the-Federal Non- 
nuclear Energy Research rispd Develop- 
ment Act of 1074, and for other purposes. 

(The amendment of the House is 
minted in the Recokd of December 11, 

1975, beginning at page H12424.X 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, T move 
x> concur with the House amendments to 
he Senate amendments to the House 
mil. \ 

Mr. President, this amendment which 
:ame over from the House was a paYt 
>f the original conference report ort 


ERDA. The House deleted certain loeii 
guarantee provisions and in situ oil shale 
lease provisions from the bill and other 
than that they sent the bill back as the 
Senate had adopted it . 

I have cleared this matter with Sena- 
tor fAsTOBE, who handles the nuclear 
part of it, with Senator Fannin and Sen - 
ator Baker J 

Wet are all in agreement that in vie w 
of the 'margin of vote in the House, -there 
is no point trying to go back to confer- 
ence or sending it back with an amene - 
ment, despite the fact, the Senate/passed 
the bill ko to 10. / 

Mr. President, the conferees had 
adopted the provisions of the Senate ver- 
sion of the bill which would Authorize 
the Administrator of ERDA to' guaran- 
tee loans -for the construction of one- 
of-a-kind facilities to demonstrate new 
energy technologies. Among the technol- 
ogies which were eligible for fiuch assist- 
ance were ehergy production from solid 
wastes, solar energy applications, geo- 
thermal energy, conversion of coal to 
synthetic fudfls, and production of oil 
from shale. ' / 

Another Senate provision adopted by 
the conferees would have/authorized the 
Administrator to carry hut, hi coopera - 
tion with industry, a carefully controlled 
experiment in edmmercfel production of 
oil from shale using- in situ methods. The 
in situ method, iff successful, would elim - 
inate most of the extreme environ- 
mental consequences which will other- 
wise result from laming and above 
ground retorting \ of shale. It would 
greatly reduce water use, water quality 
degradation, and t Hp production of solid 
wastes for disposal. A 
On December 11 j ih an unprecedented 
action, the Housjf pf Representatives 
bowed to the demands of some of Its; 
Members and vbted 1 separately upor 
these two provisions of the Senate-ap- 
proved conference report. The provisions 
were rejected and ihe remainder of the 
conference report is now before us as an 
amended bill, j \ 

I intend to move that\the Senate ac- 
cept the decision of ti e House and ap- 
prove the bill /without amendment. I will 
do so not because I agred with the de- 
cision but be/ause it is imriprtant for the 
other provisjbns of the bill tb become law. 

I am not encouraged to believe that the 
House will / accept any reasonable al- 
ternatives jto the two provisions I have 
mentioned at this time. 1 
Mr. President, the House \debate on 
these previsions was remarkable. The 
loan guarantee provision was opposed by 
some Meftnbers as a $6 billion ‘Vipoff” by 
the energy industries. If was just as ve- 
hemently opposed by others as\the first 
step iri nationalizing the oil industry. 
Editorials in major national newspapers 
supported both arguments. V 
I assure the Senate that the piWision 
would have neither of the alleged fesults, 

It safeins self-evident that it could not 
have both. y 

’Ene debate includes contentions' that 
thii is a gift to major oil companies! and 
testimonials that It is opposed by mkjor 
oil companies, it includes contentions 
tMat these kinds of facilities will be con- 
structed immediately by industry without 
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Federal assistance and contentions that 
they are impossible dreams and that the 
guaranteed loans -will default. 

The history of discussions about syn- 
thetic fuels policy is dramatically re- 
flected in the House debate. This Nation 
is no longer, self-sufficient in petroleum 
resources, bu\it has vast resources of coal 
and oil shale's We consume energy pri- 
marily in threefforms— gas for industrial 
and domestic heating^ liquid fuels for 
transportation, and electricity. All of 
these demands could be supplied from 
coal , oil shale, ana, more advanced sys- 
tems if socially, environmentally, and 
economically acceptable conversion tech- 
nologies could be realized. 

There are those who remain compla- 
cent that industry wilRbring about the 
technologies when the rparket dictates, 
and there are those who believe the tech- 
nical or economic problems are Insur- 
mountable. Industry has been alleged to 
be on the verge of demonstrating shale 
oil and coal gasification production for 
years, but action is never forthcoming. 

Meanwhile, .. fundamental '.national 
policy decisions are being made based 
upon gross assumptions about ounenergy 
future. The viability of domestic energy 
self-sufficiency is critical to our Inter- 
national posture, even if we do not cnpose 
the course of energy self-sufficiency. 

Real changes in life style and severe 
energy conservation decisions are being 
deferred because of complacency tha\ 
technological solutions to the energy' 
crisis are possible. Our energy-based \ 
economy continues to face the uncer- 
tainties of Increasing prices and short- 
ages. 

The provisions stricken by the House 
were intended to encourage early dem- 
onstrations of available, but unproven, 
technologies— to assess the real techno- 
logical, environmental, economic, and 
social consequences of synthetic fuel pro 
duction. They were not intended— a: 
could not — commit us to a synthetic furis 
future, but they would provide the bdsis 
for reasoned and rational decisions 

The House action ^eems likely it> re- 
sult in one more costly deferral of tuition ; 
to extend for ai least another year any 
real Initiative to find out if sy/thetics 
are a solution to our problems. 

At best, our continued ambivalence on 
research and demonstration />f energy 
alternatives will condemn ui to taking 
expedient and blind action fa synthetic 
fuels at some future date/it will con- 
demn us to crisis commitments without 
the safeguards, without deliberate analy- 
sis, and without knowledge of the con- 
sequences. At worst, it will condemn the 
American public to greater dependence 
upon Arab oil and greater expansion of 
the nuclear alternative. And it will re- 
sult not in energy ^Conservation, but in 
economic deprivatij 

I hope that tae opponents of this 
measure in the House and the critics in 
the media will spend some time during 
the forthcoming holiday season reflect- 
ing on the options we have for the future. 

If they remain convinced that there is 
sohife way that new energy technologies 
wil) materialize without energy industry 
involvement, without government assist- 
ance, or v/thout experimentation I hope 


that they will advance their own pre 
posals for our consideration early ne/t 
year. 

If they have no alternative propos 
I hope that they can constructively sup- 
port a program of the kind which has 
been deleted from this conference/report 
before more crucial years of leqld time 
are wasted in inaction. 

Mr. President, I think we ar/ in com- 
plete agreement on the part of the par- 
ticipants in the conference 01 / both sides 
of the aisle. 

I yield to the Senator from/ Arizona. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I concur 
with what the distinguished Senator 
from Washington has said 

It is unfortunate the/House did take 
out a very important facet of the bill, 
which was the loan guarantee program. 
It is going to be ver/ damaging to the 
program. 

At the same tinfe, we do not have 
sufficient time to/go into that matter 
with the House.£t was such an over- 
whelming vote. Fdo not think it would 
be wise to try/at this time to place 
that particular-item back in the bill. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. FAMntn. There were two Items. 
The othe/ was on the old mine involve- 
ment, ana the $750 million. 

Mr. JACKSON. That was the other 
bill. 

Mr /FANNIN. That is right. 

Ma JACKSON. This involved the sit- 
ati/n of the loan guarantee provision, 
r. BUMPERS. I think that answers 
, question. 

r The House dropped the $6 million loan 
uarfentee and the oil shale project, 
hose\are the only two things? 
Mr.VACKSON. That is correct. 

Mr. ©OMENICI. Mr. President, I re- 
luctantly support H.R. 3474 the ERDA 
authorization bill, as amended by the 
House. I\am disappointed the House 
struck the Provisions which would have 
provided a loan guarantee program for 
synthetic fuels development. I feel there 
is an urgencj\ to bring about the com- 
mercialization Nof synthetic fuels. How- 
ever, I do not ’feel that we can delay 
on approving thaauthorization of funds 
for the Energy Research and Develop- 
ment Administration, because the rest of 
the provisions in the bill are extremely 
important to the Nation as we strive for 
energy independence.’ 

I am hopeful that tlie members of the 
Senate Interior Committee who spent 
long hours developing thO legislative lan- 
guage contained in section 103 will make 
every possible effort to assure that simi- 
lar legislation is consider^ separately 
early in the second session. 

I cannot stress enough the importance 
of a loan guaranteed programVto insure 
the development of our synfuelsVrogram 
in the United States. It is important to 
the State of New Mexico because we have 
several coal gasification plants; proposed 
for the northwest comer of the State. 
These plants offer an option to continued 
excessive dependence on foreign sources 
of energy. We cannot allow the millions 
of tons of coal in the United States to life 
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for another 3 million years, unused aryl 
^unattended to while the Nation’s energy 
leeds go unmet. j 

Intelligent, resourceful, and environ- 
mentally sound development of these 
able resources, which offer so 
erica’s desire to be energy 
lent, must proceed. But, it . 
ed without an aggressive pij 
ivernment aid in what is at 
moushr expensive proposition. 

The technology for producing/pipeline 
quality, syn thane — synthetic m/t bane or 
natural gas — has been demonstrated in 
Scotland in a coal gasification plant 
using a A>mbination Iurgi and methana- 
tion proqess to create 25 njSlUon cubic 
feet of gas per day. While this plant Is 
100 times ’smaller than the commercial 
size synthane plants proposed by com- 
panies in this country, the fundamental 
process is known well enough to minimize 
the techniealvrisk that these larger plants 
will not function properly. 

The synthetic fuels project can involve 
both mining and manufacturing facili- 
ties requiring quge investments in re- 
it, resource acquisition, 


source assessm 
and development 
toes and comm 
tion of the enviro: 1 
costly environmen 
guards. The fin 
all probability 
investments uni 
ment is willing 
The PRESID 
tion is on agr 
Senator from 


essary infrastruc- 
-y facilities. Protec- 
tent also can require 
' analysis and safe- 
-I community will In 
more conservative 
te Federal Govern - 
icipate. 

fG OFFICER. The ques- 
_ to the motion of the 
ashlngton. 


The motiorf was agreed to. 

Mr. JACKEON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by\which the mo- 
tion was agreed to. \ 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that ^notion on the table. 

B tion to lay on the table was 

V 

my F. BYRD, JR.'Mr. Presi- 
ted to approve the 'legislation 
g funds for the Energy Re- 
l Development Administration, 
d by action of the House of 
itives. Our R. & D. programs In 
: an essential element\in our 
ffort to achieve greater, inde- 
rom unreliable foreign sources 
im. A 

I favor the House position as opm- 
>ared to the Senate proposal and sup- 
port the changes made by the Housaof 
Representatives. v 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of amendment in disagreement 
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making ap- 
propriations for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, and for the period beginning July 
T, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the amendment 
of the Senator from New York to the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 
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The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, I announce 
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
Bath) , the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. 
Long) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. Goldwater) 
is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced— yeas 93, 
nays 4, as follows: 

1 Rollcall Vote No. 606 Leg.] 

YEAS— S3 


Abourexk 

Glenn 

Morgan 

Allen 

Gravel 

Moss 

Baker 

Hansen 

Mu ski e 

Bartlett 

Hart, Gary 

Nelson 

Beall 

Hart, Philip A. 

Nunn 

Bellmon 

Hartke 

Pack wood 

Bentsen 

Haskell 

Past-ore 

Blden 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Brock 

Hathaway 

Pell 

Brooke 

Helms 

Percy 

Buckley 

Hollings 

Pro x mire 

Bumpers 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Huddleston 

Rihicoff 

Byrd. 

Humphrey 

Roth 

Harry F., Jr. 

Inouye 

Schwetker 

Byrd, Robert C 

. Jackson 

Scott, Hugh 

Cannon 

Javits 

Sparkman 

Case 

Johnston 

Stafford 

Chiles 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

Church 

Laxait 

Stevenson 

Clark 

Leahy 

Stone 

Cranston 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Culver 

Mansfield 

Tart 

Dole 

Mathias 

Talmadge 

Domenict 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Durkin 

McClure 

Tower 

Eagleton 

McGee 

Tunney 

Eastland 

McGovern 

Weicker 

Fannin 

McIntyre 

Williams 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Young 

Ford 

Mondale 


Gam 

Montoya 

NAYS— 4 


Curtis 

Scott, 

StennUs 

Griffin 

William b. 



NOT VOTING— 3 

Bayb 

Goldwater 

Long 


i egtjtiations to proceed on the spenc(- 
i lg foiling issue while keeping the wjth- 
1 olding tax rates at current levels for a 
short period of time. 

Mr. president, I would ask for irn- 
i ledlate consideration of my bp but I 
lealize that an objection would be raised. 
Therefore, 'I ask unanimous consent that 
j iy bill be considered as having been read 
1 vvice and be placed on the calendar until 
such time as the Democratic Leadership 
t ocides to bring this matter before the 
f onSitc. \ / 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
i objection. it is so ordefocl. Tire text of the 
1 ill is as follows: 


Be it enacted by the '‘Sev a tc arui House of 
Representatives of/ the\ United States of 
imcrica in Congress assembled. That (a) 
i cction 3402(a) of the Intetoal Revenue Code 
■r 1954 (relating to Income, tax collected at 
ouree), as amended by sefoion 20E of the 
ax Reductlfo Act of 1975, V> amended by 
nsertlng af^fer the second sentence thereof 
he following: “The tables so prescribed with 
espect t<y wages paid after December 31, 
975, and/ on or before March 15.V1976, shall 
k> the ahme as the tables prescribed under 
Ids subsection which were In effect on De- 
ember 10, 1975.”. \ 

(b/ Section 200(c) of the Tax Reduction 
Vct/)f 1975 Is amended by striking out ”be- 
one January 1, 1976” and Inserting In lieu 
trereof “on or before March 15, 1976”. 


So the Javits amendment (amend- 
ment No. 1312) to the Tunney amend- 
ment (amendment No. 1303) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend- 
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOSS. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. _ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from California (Mr. Tun- 
ney) , as amended. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Republican leader, without- 
losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania may proceed. 


The amendmeit 
The bill, was o 
for a third readin 
and passed, as folk 


TEMPORARY CONTINUATION OF 
CURRENT. TAX WITHHOLDING 
TABLES— UNM 15 / 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr/ President, I 
send to the desk Vbill providing that 
the current tax witMwfding tables re- 
main in effect until M^foh 15, 1976. 

It is obvious that aff imWsse has been 
reached between theforeskifot and Con- 
gress. The purpose/of my billXs to allow 


\NIMAL WELFARE AMENDMENTS 
\ OF 1975 

Mr, WEICKER. Mr. President, I /ask 
manrpious consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the Immediate consideration of 
3. 1941, which was reported froth the 
Commitfoe on Commerce today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Injection \to proceeding to the immedi- 
rte consideration of the bill? f 
There bebig rio objection, the Senate 
proceeded t\ consider the bill (S. 1941) 
to increase tie protection afforded ani- 
mals in transit and to assure'the humane 
treatment of animals, and for other pur- 
poses, which i^as been reported from 
the Committee\on Commerce with an 
amendment. 

was agreed to. 
ered to be engrossed 
rphd the third time, 

f 

Be it enacted by pi S Senate and House 
of Representatives off the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That this 
Act may be cited fos the* "Animal Welfare 
Amendments of 1975”. \ 

Sec. 2. Section 4 of the Act of August 24. 
1966. as amendety (7 U.S.C. 2131). is amended 
to read as follows: , 

SHORT TITI.E AND DECLARATTcfo OF POLICY 

Section l.jfa) This Act may he cited as 
the "Animal Welfare Act”. \ 

(bi The Qbngress finds that Vnimals and 
activities wUicli are regulated under this Act 
are either it) Interstate or foreigift commerce 
or substantially affected such commerce or 
the free flow thereof, and that regulation of 
animals And activities as provided! In this 
Act is necessary to prevent and eliminate 
burdefo upon such commerce and tq effec- 
tively fe gulate such commerce, In ordi 

(l)/to insure that animals intended, for 
use In research facilities or for exhibition 
purposes or for use as pets are provided 
humane care and treatment; \ 

\ 


■ (2 ) to assure tiie humane treatment, of 
aiijmals during transportation in commerce; 
and 

(B) to protect the owners of animals foom 
the theft of their animals by preventing the 
sale’ or use of animals which have /been 
stolep. 

The Congress further finds that it is essen- 
tial to regulate, as provided in this Act, the 
transportation, purchase, sale, housing, care, 
handling, and treatment cf animals fry car- 
riers ofj by persons or organizations engaged 
in using them for research or experimental 
purposes or for exhibition purposes or hold- 
ing them for sale as pets or for any such 
purpose or use. 1 

Sec. 3. Section 2 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2132) 
is amended — 

it) by striking out subsections (c) and 
(d) thereof and inserting in lieu/the follow- 
ing: 

“(c) The term ‘commerce’ means trade, 
traffic, transportation, or other j commerce — 
“(1) between a place In a State and any 
place outsideW such State or 

“(2) which! affects trade, traffic, transpor- 
tation, or oth*r commerce described In para- 
graph (1). > 

"(d) The term ‘State’ means a State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Eafnoa, or any other 
territory or possession of tiie United States;”. 

(2) by striking out tic term "affecting 
commerce” in subsections (e) and (f) and 
inserting in lieu thereof “In commerce”; (3) 
by amending subsection ig) thereof to read 
as follows: 

“(g) The term 'nnlmfo means any dog 
cat. monkey, guinea pig, hamster, rabbit, 
bird, horse, or any other animal, which the 
Secretary determines Is Tr, tended for use for 
research, testing, expertn inflation, or exhi- 
bition purposes, or wWch is used or intended 
for use as a pet. Wltfi respect to a dog. tbc 
term also Includes a) flog used for hunting, 
security, or breeding jjitrposes. The term docs 
not include farm aiirrk!; . such as, but not 
limited to, livestock or ’poultry, used or In- 
tended for use as food hi fiber, or lives too 1 : 
or poultry used or intenteed for use for Im- 
proving animal nutrition; breeding, manage 
ment, or production efficiency.”. 

(3) by amending subsection (f) thereof by 
inserting after "i«r sells” and before 'any' 
the following: “j or offer. 1 for sale.”, 

(4) by furthef amer.din g fobsection (f) by 

inserting a serrffeoion after (the word “pete’ 
and by striking “, but such term exclude;, 
any retail pet Store except stieh store which 
sells any anlrfials to a research facility, an 
exhibitor, or a, ’dealer,”; \ 

(5) by amending susise/ llonflh) thereof by 

striking out / ”, which were purchased in 
commerce of the intended distribution of 
which affecjfs commerce, or will affect com- 
merce,” and inserting In lieu (thereof “in 
commerce '/ and \ 

, (6) adding at the end ihereofUhe follow- 
ing new subsection : \ 

“(1) The term 'carrier' means Any person 
subject tp regulation by (he Interstate Com- 
merce qommission, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, qfr the Federal Maritime Commission, 
or any other pel son or class of persons en- 
gaged ill the business o. transportffig ani- 
mals for hire or providing services incidental 
to such transportation, at designated) by the 
Secretary of Transportation.”. i 

SeJ. 4. Section 3 of such Act (7 U.S.C.' 2 133, 
Is amended by Inserting after “his facilities'' 
and -before “comply” tr the first proviso 
thereof the following: “, including any) ter- 
minal facilities used by such person,”. < 
qec. 5. Sections 4, 11, and 12 of such Wi 
(7/U.S.C. 2134, 2141, end 2142) ore amented 
by striking out “affecting commerce” dtui 
ii/serting in lieu thereof "in commerce". 

/ Sec. 6. Section 6 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 136) 
i b amended by striking out "Every research 
facility and every" and Inserting In lieu 

I 
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thereof ‘‘Every research facility, carrier, and’’. 

Sec, 7. Section 9 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2139) , 
Is amended by Inserting after “dealer," the 
first time It appears the “a carrier. , 

and the second time It appears the term 

°££V Section 10 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2140) Is amended by deleting vP 0 * 1 ^ orms 
supplied by the Secretary” in the first sen- 
tence thereof and by adding aftet. the sec- 
ond sentence thereof the following two new 
sentences: “Carriers shall beep such records 
as are necessary to carry out this Ac(\ with 
respect to the transportation, receiving 


handling, and delivering of animals as^the 
Secret-ary may prescribe: Provided, That in 
the case of those carriers required to main- 
tain records under requirements of othe\ 
Federal agencies, If the Secretary determliies \ 
that any additional records are needed for - 
the purposes of this Act, and proposes to 
require such records, such requirements 
shall not become effective until they have 
been approved by such other agencies. Any 
such records shall be made available at all 
reasonable times for Inspection and copying 
by the Secretary.”. 

Sec. 9. Section 13 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2143), is amended — 

fl) by amending the title thereof to read 
as follows: “humane standards for ani- 

(2) by Inserting “(a)” Immediately be- 
fore the first sentence thereof; 

(3) by amending the second sentence 

thereof by inserting after “Such standards 
and before “shall Include” the following: 
“shall apply with respect to the facilities of 
any person licensed or registered pursuant to 
this Act and with respect to any terminal 
facilities used by a carrier subject to this 
Act and”; and ' 

(4) by adding at the end thereof the 
following two new subsections : 

*‘(b) The Secretary shall promulgate 
standards in accordance with this subsec- 
tion to govern the transportation in com- 
merce, and the handling, care, and treatment 
In connection therewith, by carriers, of ani- 
mals consigned by any dealer, research facil- 
ity, owner of a pet, exhibitor, operator of an 
auction sale, department, agency, or lnstru- 
mentality of the Federal Government or ox 
any State or local government, or other per- 
son. Such standards shall Include, but need 
not be limited to, minimum requirements 
with respect to containers, feed, water, rest, 
ventilation, temperature, handling, veteri- 
nary care, and other factors determined by 
the Secretary to be relevant to assuring the 
humane treatment of animals in the course 
of their transportation In commerce. Such 
standards shall be designed to assure the safe 
transportation in commerce of all animals 
received In healthy condition and to safe- 
guard such animals against disease, injury, 
and death in the course thereof. The Secre- 
tary may revise such standards to the extent 
nece ssary or appropriate. Such standards may 
Include a requirement that no animal of a 
designated kind shall be — 

"(1) delivered by a dealer, research facil- 
ity, exhibitor, operator of an auction sale 
owner of a pet, or by a department, agenc’ J 
or Instrumentality of the Federal Goven 
mer.t or of any State or local government, 
to a carrier, for transportation in commerce; 
or / 

“(2) received by a carrier, for transporta- 
tion in commerce, from any person or govern- 
ment entity described In paragraph p ) ; 
unless it is accompanied by a certificate Is- 
sued with respect to such animal />y an ac- 
credited (as defined by the Secretary) vet- 
erinarian. Each such certificate (shall attest 
that such veteriarian ir.spected/such animal 
within a time Interval which shall be speci- 
fied and that, when so inspected, such ani- 
mal appeared to be free of any infectious dis- 
ease or physical abnormality, which might en- 


danger such animal or other animals duiing 
transportation In commerce. Any such cer- 
tificate shall be issued at a time Interval, and 
shill be retained by the receiving carrier for 
a reasonable period of time in accordance 
with regulations of the Secretary. 

“(c) No carrier Involved In the transpor- 
tation of any animal in commerce shall par- 
ticipate In any arrangement, or engage in 
any practice, under which the cost of the 
transportation of such animal, or any other 
Charges (including the purchase price of any 
such animal) , is required to be paid and col- 
lected upon the delivery of such animal to 
the consignee, unless the consignor guaran- 
tees in writing the payment of transportation 
charges, Including, where necessary, both the 
return transportation charges and an amount 
sufficient to reimburse such carrier for all 
\out-of-pocket expenses incurred for the care, 
feeding, and storage of any such animal in 
tKe event that such animal is not claimed 
upon delivery. Such transportation shall be 
permitted by the carriers after a period of 
twenty-four hours.”. _ A , 

Sec.'. 10. Section 15 of such Act (7 U.tnC. 
2145) fe amended by adding at the fnd 
thereof \he following new subsection: / 

“(e) lit addition to other applicable re- 
quirements, the Secretary shall consult and 
cooperate With the Secretary of Transporta- 
tion, the Administrator of the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration, the Chairmajfl of the 
Oivil Aeronautics Board, the Chairman of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, and 
the Chairman of the Federal Majfltlme Com- 
mission with resect to the establishment 
and enforcement of humane standards for 
animals in the coursA of their 'transportation 
in commerce and In tormina/ facilities prior 
to and after such transportation. Before pro- 
mulgating any standaralgafernlng air trans- 
portation and related handling of animals, 
the Secretary shall consult ‘yiith the Secretary 
of Transportation, and lib c ''Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation /Administration who 
shall have the authority to disapprove any 
such standard If he/notifles tp c Secretary, 
within thirty days After such sonsultation, 
that changes are njfcessary in the interest of 
safety flight Including the safety Af the air- 
craft, its environment, or Its eouipficnt. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, and the Federal Maritime 
Commission, tot the extent of their respective 
lawful authorities, shall take such action as 
is appropriate to implement any determina- 
tion by the/Sec.retary with respect to a per- 
son subjeclrto regulation by it.” 


district courts of the United States shall have 
jurisdiction to enforce any such order by ap- 
propriate means. If”; 

(4) by amending subsection (c) thereof 
by inserting “knowingly'’ after “who” and 
before “violates”; and 

(5) by adding at the end thereof of the 
following two new subsections: 

“(d) Any dealer, exhibitor, carrier, or op- 
erator of an auction sale subject to this Act 
who is determined by the Secretary, after 
notice and an opportunity for a hearing, to 
have violated a provision of this Act or of a 
standa/d or regulation prescribed pursuant 
to thjs Act, shall be liable to the United 
States for a civil penalty. The amount of 
such' penalty shall be not more than $2,000 
for/each violation, and If any violation is a 
continuing one, each day of violation con- 
stitutes a separate offense. The amount of any 
such penalty shall be assessed by the Secre- 
tary by written notice. In determining the 
amount of such penalty, the Secretary shall 
take Into account the nature, circumstances, 
extent, and gravity of the violation commit- 
ted and, with respect to the person found to 
have committed such violation, the degree of 
culpability, any history of prior offenses, 
ability to pay, effect on ability to continue 
to do business, and such other matters as 
justice may require. 

“(e) Any action under this section may be 
brought before a United States magistrate In 
the district court of the United States In any 
judicial district In which such person Is 
found, and such magistrate shall have juris- 
diction to hear and decide such action.”. 

Sec. 13. Section 21 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2151) is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following two new sentences: “Record- 
keeping requirements prescribed pursuant fib 
section 8, and standards promulgated pur- 
suant to subsections (a) and (b) of section 
10. shall be prescribed or promulgated In ac- 
cordance with section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, except that interested persons 
shall be entitled to make oral as well as 
written presentations. A transcript shall be 
taken of any oral presentation.”. 

Sec. 14. (a) Section 23 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2153) is amended by striking out the last 
sentence. 

(to) Such Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 26. There Is authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Secretary to carry out the 
provisions of this Act not to exceed $4,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, not to 
exceed $1,000,000 for the transitional fiscal 


Sec. II.j 


= n , r i, Act ( 7 U S C \ quarter ending September 30, 1976, not to 
Section 16(a) of such Act ( 7 u.s.c.x u * pndimr 


2146 (a> )/is amended — 

(1) by inserting “carrier,” In the first sen- 
tence thereof after the term “exhibitor”, each 
time yfich term appears In such sentence; 

(2y by striking out “or” before “(4)” in 
the /hird sentence thereof; 

El by Inserting before the period at the 
of the third sentence thereof the follow- 
Sg: ”, or (5) such animal is held by a 
farrier”; and 

(41 by adding the following new sentence 
at the end thereof: “The United States at- 
torneys are authorized to prosecute all crim- 
inal violations of this Act reported by the 
Secretary and to Invite civil actions to en- 
force orders of and to recover all civil penal- 
ties assessed and reported by the Secretary, 
or which come to their notice or knowledge 
by other means.”. 

Sec. 12. Section 19 of such Act, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 21491 , Is amended — 

(1) by Inserting after “exhibitor,” each 
time the term appears the following: “car- 
rier,”; 

(2) by striking out “one year” in subsection 
(cl thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
“six months”; 

(3) by amending subsection (a) thereof 
by striking “violation, and if” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “Violation. The 


\ exceed $4,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
‘'■September 30, 1977, and not to exceed $4,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1908.’’. 

Sec. 15. Section 24 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2154\ is amended — 

(1) \by inserting “and carriers” after the 
term ’’'dealers” in the third sentence there- 
of, and\ 

(2) bySadding after "of this Act” and be- 
fore the period at the end of the first sen- 
tence the following: ”, except that the regu- 
lations relating to carriers shall be prescribed 
not later thai nine months after the date 
of enactment df the ‘Animal Welfare Amend- 
ments of 1975.’ Y 

Sec. 16 Section. 26 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2165) is amended^ 

(1) by striking Wt “and” at the end of 
paragraph (2) thereof; 

(2) by redesignatink paragraph (3) there- 
of as paragraph (4) thVj'eof; and 

(3) by inserting therein the following new 
paragraph : 

“(8) recommendations and conclusions 
approved by the Secretary of Transportation, 
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration and the Chairman of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, concerning flight 
safety. Including the aircraft, Its environ- 
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ment, or equipment as they relate to the 
carriage of live' animals hr air transporta- 
tion; and”. \ / 

Sec. 17. Section X6(c.) p t such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2146c) Is amended striking and the 
provisions of title IX pC the Organized Crime 
Control Act of 1970./tG\stat. 856; 18 U.S.C, 
6001 et seq.),”. / \ 


December 18, 1979 


DEPARTMENT OP DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of amendment in disagree- 
ment No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, and for the period begin- 
ning July 1, 1976, and ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1976, and for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ON ANGOLA 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the amendment offered by the 
.Senator from California, Mr. Tunney, 
which I have cosponsored, to halt covert 
U.S. involvement in the civil war in 
Angola. 

It is evident from the secret session 
recently concluded that the Senate as a 
body has neither been informed of the 
details of our military aid to one of the 
factions in Angola, advised of the poli- 
cies being pursued nor been given an 
opportunity to express its view on this 
matter. 

• We are faced with a secret operation 
that may reach an expenditure of $60 
million. Those are taxpayer dollars be- 
ing used in a way that promotes a n es- 
calation of the civil war and massive and 
tragic loss of life and property that in- 
evitably will result. 

We all deplore the intervention by the 
Soviet Union and Cuba in that newly 
independent nation of Africa. Yet we 
neither promote our own interests nor 
those of a peaceful solution by respond- 
ing with a CIA-financed covert opera- 
tion, apparently conducted in concert 
with the Union of South Africa. 

The Congress has an equal role in for- 
eign policymaking with the administra- 
tion. Our obligations cannot be fulfilled 
if we are kept in the dark or if we are 
confronted with an opportunity to act 
only after the fact. And that- is what we 
are faced with in Angola. A major covert 
operation has been conducted without 
full public explanation of the policy being 
pursued or the interests, objectives, and 
goals that policy is designed to promote. 

Until Congress is given that oppor- 
tunity and makes that determination. I 
do not believe we should permit the con- 
tinued expenditure of tax dollars by the 
CIA in the Angolan civil war. 

And I believe that even were the ques- 
tion before us today as a request for 
authorization for such action, the risks 
of that policy clearly outweigh any 
fleeting short-term benefits. 

First, we know that covert involve- 
ment of U.S. money and U.S. personnel — 
whether CIA employees or mercenaries 
hired by the CIA — in a foreign civil war 
can ensnare this Nation in growing and 
undesired commitments. Although we 
are told that there Is no intention of 
producing another Vietnam on the con- 
tinent of Africa, the dangers of step-by- 


step increments of U.S. money, man- 
power^ and prestige are clear. 

Santayana's warning seems never so 
apt as today that those who will not 
learn from history are destined to 
repeat it. 

If we have learned anything from 
Vietnam, it is that the United States 
cannot police the world. Any effort to 
do so in Angola without full public and 
congressional acceptance of the need for 
the expenditure of U.S. resources in a 
foreign civil war cannot be sustained — 
and should not be sustained. 

Second, if we look at the continued 
statements of the Council of the Orga- 
nization of African Unity in opposition 
to foreign intervention in Angola, it is 
clear that our actions — however fre- 
quently we identify them as a reaction 
to Soviet and Cuban initiatives — will be 
condemned as foreign intervention. We 
cannot hope but antagonize many of the 
African nations with whom we desire 
improved relations. 

Third, it is unchallengeable that 
throughout Mack Africa, our involve- 
ment on the side of the white supremacist 
regime of the Union of South Africa and 
increasing reports of our acting in con- 
cert with that government, will be cause 
for attack. Ultimately, we could well find 
ourselves isolated from the dominant 
forces on that continent — a result which 
clearly is not in our interests. 

Finally, the actions we are taking to 
finance covert operations which prolong 
the bloody civil war yield tragic human- 
itarian consequences: loss of life, crea- 
tion of new populations of refugees, dis- 
ruption of food supply and resulting mal- 
nutrition and hunger. Those covert op- 
erations have involved already some $33 
million with up to $60 million authoriza- 
tion. Yet our support for humanitarian 
relief has been limited to $200,000. This 
juxtaposition of priorities is not in the 
interests of the people of Angola nor in 
the interests of the United States. 

Let us look at the long story behind 
our current involvement in Angola. 

Angola, as a colony of Portugal, gained 
its independence on November 11. Yet., 
because of the abundant natural re- 
sources spread throughout that terri- 
tory, both internal and outside forces 
have spent months and years vying for 
full control of this land. To some ob- 
servers, the conflict and internal strife 
were inevitable. For, the end of colonial- 
ism in African countries has too often 
been followed by a scramble among war- 
ring factions that seek to enjoy the 
spoils, even before the local residents 
have a chance to begin guiding their own 
fate. 

Too much of what is happening in An- 
gola today has been repeated time and 
Ume again throughout the colonial 
world. Thus, after years of colonial rule, 
m African nation emerges with its own 
internal struggle for powers already 
drawn upon ethnic, tribal and historical 
lines. 

Adding to that, is the awesome might 
of the superpowers in the Soviet Union 
he United States, and China. 

Our Government reluctantly admits 
nvolvement for the sake of protecting 
our interests— particularly our interest in 


Angolas potential oil supply. And for 
years, along with the Russians and the 
Chinese, our Government has been a sup- 
porter of at least one liberation faction 
in Angola. 

Zaire, Zambia, and other black African 
states are also deeply involved in Angola 
and for their part, tile people of Angola 
are forced to question lliis deep involve- 
ment in Angolan affairs by sb man" for- 
eign governments. Yet, a third faction 
poses one of the most imponderable 
aspects of this entire conflict. For, the 
Republic of South Africa has also coni - 
mitted troops, munitions and other re- 
sources to the Angolan struggle. Our de- 
bate today on this serious matter must 
focus upon the real dangers posed by 
the U.S. involvement in that troubled 
land. As long ago as 1969, the administra- 
tion decided that black Angolans would 
not obtain majority rule In the land of 
their birth. And so, our Government 
chose to support the Portugese govern- 
ments of Caetano and Salazar. 

But, for at least 13 years, it has been 
reported, the CIA has funneled assist- 
ance to the FNLA— one of the three An- 
golan liberation parties. When Portugal's 
government collapsed in 1974, independ - 
ence for Angola and nil of the Portugese 
colonies became the hallmark of the new 
Portugese government’s democratic ex 
periment. 

After that, event, the world’s attention 
cautiously turned to the anticipated 
buildup by interests outside of Angola- - 
interests that have been nurtured by a 
continuing search for power, but inter- 
ests that bore no compassion or empathy 
for self-determination In 1974, Portu- 
gal, after 500 years of colonialism, sur- 
rendered her claim to that land, far from 
the shores of Lisbon. 

And now, in 1975, the mighty nations 
of the world have reached out to pull 
apart any hope for Angolans to deter- 
mine for themselves how that newly 
formed state ought to be directed. 

I fully support and have cosponsored 
the amendment to prohibit military- 
funds for use in Angola, because I agree 
with those who feel that a continued 
U.S. buildup can only provide fuel for 
the warring factions to blaze away at 
each other. 

And the victims of continued fighting 
will be not only the soldiers of MPLA, 
UNITA and FNLA — but the women and 
children and those who are too old to 
fight who will be the tragic, helpless tar- 
gets of the rockets, bullets, and missiles 
that are “Made in the USA.” 

There are clearly no easy answers to 
the problems posed by the conflict in An- 
gola. Yet. the issues considered by the 
administration have too often been sur- 
rounded in secrecy. So that even now. as 
the Senate comes out of a closed briefing 
and debate on this grave matter, there 
still remains the difficult issue of where 
should this country place its resources, its 
public policy and its moral commitment. 

For me, that question has a plain and 
direct response. The United States should 
not be militarily involved in Angola. Not 
only should we get out, but our doing so 
should be a signal for South Africa, for 
China, for the Soviet Union, for Zaire 
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and for every foreign government to ex- 
tricate themselves from Angola’s civil 
war. 

Indeed, if our Government insists on 
being involved, then we should seek ways 
not only to encourage the ouster of all 
foreign governments, but we should make 
it clear that this Nation is prepared to 
assist any and every effort to negotiate 
a settlement between the forces of libera- 
tion in Angola. 

Next year as Americans around the 
world celebrate an independence that 
has such precedents throughout civiliza- 
tion, at least we should be prepared to 
support and assist those efforts designed 
to insure that peace may prevail in the 
new nation of Angola. 

-Last October I listed at least five dis- 
tinct steps that the United States can 
and must take in order to serye the causes 
of peace and justice in Angola. 

First, the United States should respect 
the territorial integrity of Angola, as 
urged for that country by the three An- 
golan parties and the Organization of 
African Unity. All efforts to partition the 
country or separate Cabinda must be 
vigorously opposed. 

Second, we must do what we can to 
halt all foreign involvement and inter- 
vention-including our own— so that the 
future of Angola can be decided upon 
by Angolans themselves. 

Third, we should support efforts both 
within Angola, and on the part of third- 
parties, to mediate between the rival 
groups to Angola, to halt the bloodshed, 
and to seize opportunity for a peaceful 
transition to independence. In particu- 
lar, we should support the Conciliation 
Committee of the OAU in its attempt to 
bring a solution to the Angola crisis. 

Fourth, we should demonstrate a will- 
ingness to work with any Angolan gov- 
ernment that emerges as the people of 
that nation work out their own plans for 
self-development. 

Finally, governments and interna- 
tional organizations should offer hu- 
manitarian assistance to victims of the 
fighting, wherever they are found, and 
thereafter, give financial and technical 
assistance to Angola to help rebuild the 
country. 

We have in this instance a good op- 
portunity for the United States to de- 
velop a policy regarding an African na- 
tion that has been designed by the Af- 
ricans themselves. For too long our Gov- 
ernment has taken its cue on African 
policy from other nations in Europe. In 
this case we know that the OAU has con- 
sistently urged all foreign interests to 
leave Angola. It is clear that our Govern- 
ment deserves to take its lead . from 
those in Africa wKo want Angolans to 
decide for themselves the fate of their 
great land. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
pending amendment to the Defense De- 
partment appropriation so that peace 
and reason can replace the fire of war 
that is now consuming the new state of 
Angola. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the debate 
we are engaged in today is a momentous 
one!, a historic one. Far more is at stake 
than the fate of Angola. Both sides of 
the debate over the strategic importance 


of Angola are correct : we can live with- 
out a non-Communlst, non-Sovietized 
Angola, and at the same time, Angola is 
of enormous importance in' today’s geo- 
politics. That is true because the fate of 
Angola will help to answer the question, 
“Whom does America protect?” So far, 
the answer to that question appears to 
be, “Nobody.” Angola is important be- 
cause of its effect on the perception of 
American strength by both friend and 
foe. 

Just incidentally, the failure of Soviet 
action in Angola would preserve a meas- 
ure of freedom to the people there, but 
the larger significance is its effect on the 
fate of other non-Communist nations 
throughout the world. 

I have been concerned about the se- 
crecy involved in the U.S. contribution 
to the anti-Communist resistance in 
Angola. Concerned because action of this 
kind tends to be ineffective, unless it is 
coupled with some sort of national re- 
solve, which expresses itself in diplo- 
matic terms. It was the lack of such a 
resolve that led to our defeat in Viet- 
nam, which in turn has contributed to 
our paralysis in Angola. As a,n editorial 
in the London Daily Telegraph noted yes- 
terday, “America’s self-imposed defeat” 
in Vietnam has been the best weapon the 
Communists have had. Of course, hr the 
case of Vietnam, our leaders failed mis- 
erably to develop a natonal resolve. They 
failed on the one hand because they were 
themselves unsure about our objectives 
there, and on the other because they 
proceeded in secret. It is the secrecy of 
our action in Angola which is also trou- 
bling today. In my view, we ought to 
strip away the mask of secrecy, move 
openly, and communicate with our con- 
stituents the true importance of stand- 
ing firm in Africa. 

For instance, Mr. President, suppose we 
were to continue our present level of aid, 
send in the $25 million or so we are talk- 
ing about today, using the Governments 
of Zaire and Zambia as conduits, and that 
we were at the same time to say to the 
Soviet Union that if a single Mig-21 
leaves the runway in Angola, we will sim- 
ply break off all arms limitation talks, in- 
definitely. I am willing to bet that the 
Migs would never take off. 

Suppose we were to couple our econom- 
ic aid with notice to Fidel Castro that 
his action in Angola constitutes a clear 
violation of the agreements reached with 
the United States in 1962. Cuba agreed 
at that time that there would be no ex- 
port of the revolution, and we agreed to 
forego any further attempts to liberate 
the unhappy people of that island. Sup- 
pose we were to tell Castro that since he 
has violated the agreement, we no longer 
consider ourselves bound by it, and that 
we are going to resume active naval op- 
erations in the Carribean, for the purpose 
of preventing any further shipment of 
Cuban soldiers to Angola. Again, I am 
willing to bet that we would see some seri- 
ous action towards, a decrease in Cuban 
activity in Africa. 

In short, Mr. President, if we are un- 
willing to intervene directly in Angola, 
we should immediately raise the diplo- 
matic costs to the nations that do inter- 
vene. Such a course of action should be 


obvious, and would be if we were not 
blinded by the rhetoric about the benevo- 
lent nature of the Neto movement in 
Angola. Listening to some of the de- 
scriptions of this movement is very rem- 
iniscent of the descriptions we heard in 
the late 1950s of Fidel Castro, or the 
earlier descriptions of the “agrarian re- 
formers” in China. 

However, it is only fair to note that 
such a policy is incompatible with the 
policy of detente as recently practiced in 
the United States. In that respect. Secre- 
tary Kissinger’s angry comments about 
foreign involvement in Africa are somer 
what startling. Secretary Kissinger has 
shown an almost amazing tolerance for 
offensive and insulting action by the So- 
viet Union and her client states. Now, all 
of a sudden, he is upset about Soviet in- 
tervention in Angola. Well, Mr. Presi- 
dent, a number of us have been upset 
about Soviet actions for a long time. My 
constituents have never understood the 
passion for accommodation which has 
characterized the State Department, and 
American foreign policy in general. My 
constituents are strongly opposed to 
treating the Soviets as good buddies, be- 
cause they feel in their bones that 
Angola-style action is what we can al- 
ways expect from them. And they are 
correct. 

Some observers, more sophisticated 
than the Senator from Utah, are now 
coming to the same conclusion. Victor 
Zorza, in this morning’s Washington 
Post, claims that there has been a shift 
in Soviet policy, away from accommoda- 
tion and in the direction of confronta- 
tion. The increasing willingness of the 
Soviets to confront us is explained as 
follows: 

The military buildup is increasingly giving 
it the confidence — and the hardware — with 
which to intervene in far-off places, and to 
disregard calls for moderation. 

With all due respect to Mr. Zorza, I 
do not, myself, see any shift in policy, but 
I am glad to see that he now joins me in 
questioning the intentions of the Krem- 
lin. 

I return to a point hinted at earlier, 
and one which I have made many times 
on the floor of the Senate : psychological 
relations are important in geopolitics. 
Very often the amount of our contribu- 
tion; or the degree of our involvement is 
less important than the will we show in 
acting at all. What I am asking us to do 
in Angola, Mr. President, is to stand up 
for the principle of self-determination, 
and to act to minimize the interference 
by Communist nations in the affairs of 
a small, but strategically located coun- 
try. To do so, we will have to free our- 
selves from the constraints imposed on 
us by our blind adherence to the policy of 
detente. 

If we do not Angola will be dominated 
by the Soviet Union, as Somalia is al- 
ready, as Guinea is already, and as sev- 
eral other nations of Africa threaten to 
become. Angola’s fall will further vali- 
date the good old domino theory, which 
was restricted to Southeast Asia only by 
its attackers. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, during 
the past several days the Senate has at- 
tempted a substantive discussion of the 
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Angolan crisis. We have met in secret ses- 
sion twice. We have debated several 
amendments, one of which I am a co- 
sponsor, and a resolution setting forth 
certain policy perspectives on the matter. 
The decisions we have made or will make 
bv our votes are important ones for which 
the Congress, in exercising its power, 
must bear a major share of the responsi- 
bility for the events that result there- 
from. 

Before I detail why I believe the prop- 
er policy choice for the Congress is to 
legislate a cessation of covert support for 
any of the Angolan factions, it is neces- 
sary to set forth certain basic considera- 
tions. First, the Angolan conflict is not 
another Vietnam in any meaningful an- 
alytical sense. This is the case even 
though there are certain generic sim- 
ilarities in that both can be viewed as 
primarily internal conflicts while at the 
same time being situations wherein the 
Soviet Union has attempted to expand 
its influence by massive support of one 
of the contending parties. Our reaction 
in both cases, however unwise it may 
have been or is, has been predicated on a 
belief that our interests demand some 
form of support for elements opposing 
the Soviet-backed groups. But. I empha- 
size that these are generic similarities 
endemic to any so-called liberation 
struggle in which Soviet expansionism 
and U.S. interests collide. These similar- 
ities do not provide an adequate basis to 
judge the specific case of Angola. 

Far too often in our discussions in the 
Congress and in performing our educa- 
tional responsibilities to the American 
people, the Vietnam tragedy is being used 
as an emotive rationale for certain 
actions when what is needed is sober, re- 
sponsible analysis of a unique situation 
and its relevance to U.S. interests. It 
is wisdom to learn from past errors. It is 
folly to be the prisoner of them. 

Second, our limited involvement to 
date in the Angolan conflict is not an- 
other example of Executive malfeasance, 
nor an indication that the Executive has 
tried to cover up its actions by ignoring 
the congressional channels set up for 
the processing of highly sensitive infor- 
mation, There are designated individuals 
in this chamber who have been or should 
have been aware that the United States 
has been interested in certain Angolan 
groups for a number of years. The exact 
nature of that interest may not have 
been widely known, but the fact that we 
have had an active interest in the An- 
golan situation for some time certainly 
should not have come as a great surprise 
to many individuals in the Congress. Nor 
would it have been impossible for other 
Members, through study of the situation 
there, to attain a general understanding 
of how we have sought to promote our 
interests. 

On this matter the Executive has 
reached certain conclusions based upon 
its interpretation of information avail- 
able to it and U.S. interests. We may 
reach different conclusions at this point 
in time. If we do, they should be based 
upon our own best judgments on the 
substantive issues involved in the An- 
golan situation, not on any shallow at- 


1 empt to argue the matter as a Congres- 
; ional Executive confrontation. 

Third, contrary to what some have 
t rgued, I do' not believe that Angola is 
unimportant to us. The plight of the An- 
golan peoples should be of great concern 
to our country. Angola is stategically 
located close to important sea lanes. An- 
gola is richly endowed with natural re- 
sources and will become one of the more 
important countries of Africa in the 
} ears ahead. It is ludicrous to claim that 
ve have no interest in Angola’s future 
i l light of these factors; just as ludi- 
crous, in fact, as the claim that our in- 
t ‘rests inevitably compel us to inter- 
CJde further In the present conflict. 

Finally, the Angolan conflict, while 
plainly a war between competing groups 
i i Angola, Is not without its interna- 
tional implications. The relatively mas- 
sive involvement of the Soviet Union and 
( iiba in the conflict, the abhorrent pres- 
ence of South African forces in Angola, 
and our own comparatively modest in- 
volvement to date have made the conflict 
more than just a civil war. We obscure 
tie complex nature of the problem by 
categorizing it as such. 

Having examined the Angolan ques- 
t on with these considerations in mind, 
I have concluded that long-term U.S. 
interests will not be served by continued 
covert support of any of the contend- 
ing factions. No convicing case has 
has been made for such continued sup- 
port under existing conditions. The fac- 
tions that we have helped cannot hope 
to attain effective control of Angola. Our 
continued covert involvement serves to 
increase rather than decrease Soviet in- 
fluence over elements that may come out 
oi the conflict in the strongest position. 
Cur involvement runs counter to the ex- 
pressed desire of OAU countries for a 
cessation of all foreign intervention in 
Angola. Our present policies threaten to 
c eate an association, at least in the 
minds of many Africans, of ourselves 
with the South African forces who have 
intervened in Angola. Any such associa- 
tion with a country whose government 
continues to advocate racial separation is 
anathema to most Americans and will ill 
serve our interests in Africa for years to 
come. For these and other reasons, con- 
tinued U.S. covert support for any of the 
fi ctions in Angola Is not the proper 
course of action for the United States. 

I am naturally concerned with the 
\\ illingness of the Soviet Union and its 
c lent state, Cuba, to Intervene in the 
Angolan conflict. Such intervention. I 
believe, is one indication that detente, as 
practiced by the Kremlin, could be used 
a : a cover for Soviet expansionism. While 
one must hope that such will not be the 
case, it is impossible to ignore the con- 
tradiction posed by the Soviet interven- 
tion in Angola. 

The Soviet Union may gain certain ad- 
vantages if the faction it is supporting 
wins uncontested control of Angola. One 
such advantage would be Soviet access 
to and possible control of certain port fa- 
cilities in Angola. This would provide 
Moscow with an opportunity to project 
a very strong naval presence in the South 
Atlantic and along shipping lanes of 


great importance to Western Europe and 
the United States. Soviet control of An- 
golan resources would also be very dis- 
turbing. Yet, I am firmly convinced that 
such advantages, if they materialize, will 
be shortlived. African states, whatever 
their expressed ideologi es, will not long 
tolerate dominance by any outside 
power. They have struggled too long for 
independence to forfeit it to the Soviet 
Union or anyone else. Indeed, I venture 
to predict that the Soviet Union will be 
astonished at the depth of ingratitude 
the MPLA will manifest in the aftermath 
of the current struggle should it emerge 
as the victor. 

The need now is for the United States 
to fashion its policies so that it will be 
in a position to provide any party that 
ultimately gains control in Angola the 
option to establish good relations with 
our country. In doing sc we will give an 
Angolan regime the opportunity to avoid 
dependence on the Soviet Union or some 
other power. It is a proper objective of 
U.S. foreign policy to provide such an 
option. To be in a position to do so we 
must indicate our willingness to abide 
by the desire of the majority of African 
states for nonintervention in Angola by 
any outside power. 

Mr. CASE. Mr President, I believe we 
have come to a watershed in our rela- 
tionship to black Africa . If we approve 
stepped up covert military assistance to 
Angola today the American position in 
black Africa will be damaged severely 
and, increasingly, we will find ourselves 
isolated on that continent. 

While we were involved in helping one 
of the factions in Angola as early as last 
March, the first Presidential decision to 
give some limited military aid came in 
the middle of July. That was after at 
least one other black African country 
decided it had to resume military assist- 
ance to the non-Soviet factions — the 
FNLA and UNITA. It was at a time when 
the People’s Republic of China was back- 
ing the non-Soviet factions in Angola. 

At that time the President’s decision 
to provide limited military aid was un- 
derstandable. The Soviets were involved 
with MPLA; the opposing factions in 
Angola had the backing of several black 
African countries and the Chinese. 

Conditions have now changed dra- 
matically. The People s Republic of 
China has pulled out. A* the same time 
the increasing presence of South African 
soldiers has put the Uni’ed States in an 
unhappy position. The Soviets will be 
quick to paint us an ally of white South 
Africa, anathema to most, black Africans, 
in the hope of isolating us from black 
Africa as a whole. Our supporters in 
black Africa will fall by the wayside if 
we fall Into this trap. 

The signs of deterioration have already 
set in. At the beginning of this week no 
less than IS African nations— two of 
them Moslem Arab states— had decided 
to recognize the Soviet-backed MPLA as 
the legitimate Government of Angola. 
This increasing support tor the MPLA 
will not be ignored by the Organization 
of African Unity. So far the OAU has 
remained neutral and has tried to bring 
the warring factions in Angola together. 
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The danger is that the OAU’s policy will 
change to support for the Soviet-backed 
MPLA as African politics polarize on this 
issue. 

At the early stage American support 
for the FNLA and UNITA was shielded 
somewhat by the backing for those fac- 
tions given by other black African coun- 
tries. It is unclear how long other Afri- 
can countries can afford politically to 
continue their support if the United 
States steps up its military aid. 

To pursue the course we "are on is 
self-defeating in the context of African 
politics. We cannot win in the long run. 
Nor, can we win in the short run. Ac- 
cording to the CIA, if the United States 
we;re able to give Soviet-style support— 
and if we could provide military advisors 
and pay for mercenaries to fight in An- 
gola — then the FNLA and UNITA might 
have a chance to hang on. Because the 
Soviets are likeiy tp match us in the de- 
livery of arms and the commitment of 
foreign soldiers to the conflict, it is clear 
that at best, we too, can only “hang on.” 

Now is the time to call a halt. The 
termination of. military aid is essential I 
believe, if we want to preserve for our- 
selves a meaningful role in black Africa 
and to protect our long run strategic in- 
terests in the region. It is essential too 
for . the creation of conditions in which 
the African nations can settle the prob- 
lem and at the same time preserve their 
Independence from outside domination. 

AN ASSESSMENT OF CUBA'S INVOLVEMENT IN 
ANGOLA — CASTRO'S CONSISTENT FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, for the past 
several days we have been debating a 
course of action with regard to the cur- 
rent situation in Angola. It is no secret 
that Cuba has sent thousands of armed 
soldiers to join combat for the Soviets in 
Angola. Finally this body and the entire 
wortd is beginning to understand how Fi- 
del Castro operates and what he stands 
for. 

Our official State Department position 
of encouraging relations' with Castro 
seems to have been silenced. Perhaps 
those who have been proponents of re- 
laxed relations, who have called for uni- 
lateral concessions to Castro, are now 
beginning to realize what they would be 
getting into. 

The December 22, 1975, edition of U.S. 
News & World Report contains an edi- 
torial by Howard Fleiger entitled “Fidel’s 
Fidelity.” It is an article which provides 
a revealing analysis of Castro’s tactics in 
seeking our favors. It aptly points out 
that Castro has not altered his policies 
that separated the United States and 
Cuba 15 years ago and has never shown 
a willingness to change these policies of 
international subversion in return for 
improved relations with us. It warns that 
the only policy-changing to occur will be 
submission on our part to Castro’s game. 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the Record. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

Fidel’s Fidelty 
(By Howard Flieger) 

One thing you should not forget about 
Fidel Castro: whatever else he may be, he Is 
very consistent. 


Cuba’s latest joint venture with the Soviet 
Union of Intervention in Angola re-empha- 
sizes the point. 

Those in the U.S. who have been In favor 
of easing the American embargo and of en- 
couraging renewed contacts between Wash- 
ington and Havana would do well to keep this 
fundamental fact in mind : 

If any concessions are made, Castro expects 
the United States to make them. He Isn’t 
going to. He has made it perfectly clear from 
the beginning that his system Is untouchable 
and there Is to be no softening of his Govern- 
ment's anti-U.S. foreign policy at any price. 

In all fairness to Castro, he has never 
promised to change his basic policies In re- 
turn for improved relations with theU.S., or 
even hinted at a willingness to do so. 

Those in America who feel he might change 
are Indulging In wishful thinking. They get 
no encouragement from Castro now. They 
never have from the day he seized Cuba. 

All one needs to do Is look at the record. 
Castro has never kept it secret. 

During the 1960s, Communist Cuba backed 
revolution throughout Latin America, and 
its propagandists and agents encouraged 
anti-Vietnam War demonstrations in the 
U.S. 

Young Americans were welcomed to Cuba — 
in fact, invited In with all expenses paid — to 
cut sugar cane and study Marxism. 

When It became apparent during the early 
1970s that revolutions In this ' Hemisphere 
were not a fertile field for Communism, Cas- 
tro shifted tactics. He did not shift goals. 

Now he is interested in forming commodity 
exporting associations among Latin American 
nations as a type of economic warfare against 
the United States. Cuba is a member of the 
new Latin American Economic System com- 
prising the countries of Latin America and 
the Caribbean. The U.S. is not a member. As 
a matter of fact, it was not asked to join. 

.Last August, it began to appear in Con- 
gress and elsewhere that sentiment was on 
the Increase in this country to break the ice 
with Castro and get the two Governments 
on more accommodating terms. How did 
Fidel Castro receive the news? By making It 
emphatically clear that, come what may, he 
had no intention of altering his antl-U.S. 
ways. 

The Cuban dictator reacted by holding a 
conference In Havana on Puerto Rican Inde- 
pendence! He made one of his typical 
speeches on that occasion. He declared that. 
If ho were faced with a choice between a re- 
sumption of Cuban-Amerlcan relations or 
backing Puerto Rican Independence from the 
U.S., he would choose the latter without 
hesitation. It makes no difference to him that 
only a relative handful of Puerto Ricans ac- 
tively agitate for independence. 

Now Castro has sent thousands of his sol- 
diers Into Angola In Africa to Join forces with 
troops from the Soviet Union. These are not 
mercenaries or soldiers of fortune. They are 
Cuban army regulars. 

As pointed out In a news story In this 
magazine recently, the Angola force Is only 
one of the detachments of Cuban troops that 
have been deployed in 10 countries — not to 
act In Havana’s interest but against the In- 
terests of the United States, which opposes 
armed Intervention by outsiders In the af- 
fairs of newly Independent nations. 

What it adds up to is this : 

If the U.S. If willing to deal with a dic- 
tator who has no Intention of altering the 
policies that separated Washington and Ha- 
vana 15 years ago, then there Is. a possibility 
of resumed contacts between the two. 

But nobody can say the signals from Ha- 
vana are obscure. They couldn’t be clearer. 
If relations Improve, It will be the U.S. that 
has changed — not Fidel Castro. 

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend- 


ing question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from California 
(Mr. Tunney) as amended by the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York (Mr. 
Javits) . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Are we prepared to 
vote? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield briefly to the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment that I am prepared to 
offer in due course, an amendment to 
the amendment as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is not in order. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, as amended. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I could get some indication 
from the Senate as to whether or not it is 
prepared at this time to vote on the 
amendment of the Senator from Califor- 
nia, as amended by the amendment of 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. McCLURE. I would hope we could 
have some time for debate in open ses- 
sion on this matter. I do not know that 
Senators are ready to set a time limita- 
tion on it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on the 
pending question, that is, the Tunney 
amendment as amended by the Javits 
amendment, occur at 4 p.m. today. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I make the request 
for 5 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I make the request 
for 7 o’clock. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I make the request 
for 9 o’clock. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, I better go 
through all the way. I make the request 
for 11 o’clock tonight. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 
consent that the vote on the pending 
amendment occur at the hour of 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I object 
for the time being. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is 
very apparent that there is a filibuster 
in progress against the Tunney amend - 
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merit as amended by the Javits amend- 
ment. I hope that the Senate will be 
aware of the possibilities inherent, there- 
in. 

We had held out a faint hope that we 
could adjourn sine die tonight. That is 
an impossibility. 

We still have some hope that we will 
be able to adjourn sine die tomorrow; 
but if we do not, we can anticipate being 
in on Sunday; I hope not next week, but 
perhaps. I hope that those who have had 
to scrounge for airplane reservations 
will not be too inconvenienced by what 
has developed in the consideration of 
this most important amendment, affect- 
ing our participation in the affairs of 
two of the three factions struggling for 
control in Angola. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Taft) . Without objection, it Is so ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that Bruce Thompson, of 
my staff, be permitted the privilege of 
the floor during the consideration of this 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
ob jection, it is so ordered. 


This bill establishes the quarterly ad- 
j us anient of the price support level for 
milfc\to assure dairy farmers that the 
price's assurance provided through the 
dairy price support program will be more 
nearly attuned to the cost of milk pro- 
due tion. i As amended by the House of 
Representatives, the support level for 
milk would be increased to 85 percent ol 
parity. \ 

The Senate has twice passed legisla- 
tion embodyW these features — and by 
substantial margins — in the last year. 

1 or the past several years, dairy farm- 
ers Have been cmight in one of the tight- 
est cost-price squeezes ever encountered. 
Production costs \have skyrocketed but 
milk prices have not kept pace. 

In 1972. we produced almost 120 bil- 
lion pounds of milk no the United States. 
That year the milk Supply was in very 
close balance with the^ demand for milk 
and dairy products. Dufting late 1972 and 
early 1973, prices for pi ilk and dairy 
prt ducts began to rise seasonally. Unfor- 
tunately, rather than permit market 
fin res to operate so as to bring forth 
the additional production ’needed, the 
administration ordered repeated expan- 
sions of dairy product imports for the 
express purpose of depressing Vrices. 

'Vhile these sections were notHmmedi- 
ately successful, the ultimate result was 
the accumulation of inventories of dairy 
products in this country and a decline in 
the farm price for milk of almost 25\per- 
cert from March to July of 1974. \ 

While dairy prices have recovered re- 


1973, the average dairy cow in Minne- 
sota was worth $590. The total value of 
the State's milk cow inventory was 
$537.7 million. Two years later, the' aver- 
age dairy cow in Minnesota w£s only 
worth $355 and the value of the State’s 
dairy herd had eroded to S310 j 6 million, 

Faced with this situation, /the daily 
farmer has had little alternative. He has 
been forced to cut back. Fpi - some, this 
has taken the form of culluig herds mote 
closely. For others it has meant reduc- 
tions in rates of feeding. For all too 
many others, the choice has been to leave 
the business entirely. / 

As this has been dpne. we have seen 
milk production fall./From the balanced 
situation we saw in/1972, when produc- 
tion was almost 120 billion pounds, we 
saw it drop to 1/5.4 billion pounds in 
1973; 1974 production was almost identi- 
cal with the 1973 level. 

While milk production lias gone up by 
1.9 percent by November over the same 
month in 1874, total production for the 
first 11 months of 1975 was down 0.1 
percent ovpr the same period last year. 

November milk production in Minne- 
sota was/a modest 1 million gallon in- 
crease over the previous month, but was 
3.2 million gallons or 6 percent lower 
than for November 1974. 

Minnesota’s milk production for the 
first/ 11 months of 1975 was 706.9 million 
gallons which is down 35.4 million gal- 
lons or 5 percent below the same period 
last year. 

/ Unfortunately, the Department of 


MILK PRICE SUPPORT ADJUST- 
MENTS— CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. I 
submit a report of the committee of 
conference on Senate Joint Resolution 
121, ai\d ask for Its immediate considera- 
tion. ■ / 

The ^RESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Taft) . The report will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative /lerk read as 
follows: \ / 

The commifefee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes \of the tw<y' Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate/ to the bill (S.J. 
Res. 121) to provide for (quarterly adjust- 
ments In the support price of milk, having 
met, after full and irfe conference, have 
agreed to recommenji and do recommend to 
their respective Houses this report, signed 
by all the conferees. t 

The presiding Officer, is there 
objection to the /consideration of the 
conference report/? \ 

There being ho objection, the Senate 
proceeded to ephsider thevreporr. 

i The conference report is printed in the 
House proceedings of the Record of De- 
cember 12, 1975, at page H12439 > 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am 
gratified that the House has passed leg- 
islation yesterday which I introduced, 
Senate Joint Resolution 121, by a 407-111 
vote, designed to help deal with one of 
the mo/t pressing problems facing, our 
Nation/ \ 


coiitly, producers are still not meeting / Agriculture has again resorted to scare 
production costs, and some of the imV tactics as to what this bill might cost 
px vement has been due to reduced feeds consumers. They claim that this bill 
costs. And the outlook at this point As \ could lead to price increases of 3 cents pel- 
uncertain as to what will happen to feed thalf gallon of milk. 7 cents per pound of 
costs in the future. butter, and 4% cents per pound of 


In Minnesota, we have always/been 
proud of our dairy industry. In spite of 
tin Flanigan report, I would nat Concede 
that our dairy farmers are less/efficient 
thi n producers In any other country. 

But today that industry is threatened. 
Duong the last 2 years, 5,00© Minnesota 
dairy farmers quit. Right ik/w, the num- 
bs of dairy farms in the State is at an 
a.l lime low. , 

in the past, declining lumbers of dairy 
fai mers and dairy cows has been made up 
for by larger units and higher produc- 
tion per cow. / 

We are not certain how fast dairy 
fai mers can respond to the need for in- 
ert used production: And we need to face 
tin cold, hard faert that despite the will- 
ingness to put in 7-day weeks, 52 weeks 
a ’ ear, the dam’ farmer just is not re- 
cei ang enough/return to provide the liv- 
ing needed fqr his family. 

We all kndw what inflation has done 
to our economy. On the farm it has been 
evm sharper. Fertilizer, fuel, feed, equip- 
ment, tahes, interest rates — every item 
the producer faces has increased in cost 
in lie last few years. In some cases, these 
inc reases have been as much as 200 to 
300 percent. Only recently have these 
trends slowed down with the recession. 

The dairy farmer has witnessed the 
e : ion of his investment, In August 


cheese. 

But we have learned to discount the 
USEJA cost estimates. Anci we also know 
that 'reduced milk prices l aid to fanners 
result^ in little benefit to our consumers. 

In Wly 1974, prices paid to dairy 
farmer^ declined by almost 25 percent, 
but there was almost no change whatso- 
ever in pieces paid for milk at the super- 
market. 

Our urb&i consumers have seen that 
the Nixon - Ford -Bu tz roller coaster farm 
prices do nob serve their interests. It is 
far better to 'assure fanners a reliable 
income so that, they at least have the 
opportunity to Ajake a fair income. 

This bill woulAnot result in any pur- 
chases at present Since market prices are 
well above the 85 -percent support level. 
And while some purchases may be re- 
quired during the spring flush period, this 
is a small price to maintain some stabil- 
ity and keep our producers in business. 

I would like to shara the projections 
prepared by the National Jilk Producers 
Federation which indicate two things; 
First, a support level of «5 percent is 
needed to induce enough production to 
meet our needs; and second, toe Govern- 
ment cost of these programs will be 
minimal. \ 

The following is the production-con- 
sumption data on whieh this conclusion 
is based: 
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\ itrprrh 31 1978. instead of March 31. example of legislation Which creates 


In billions of pounds 

v 

\ 1974 1975 

\ actual projected 

— V 


Estimated 


1976 


1977 


Production 

Imports 

Beginning Inventory — 

Total supply- 
Ending inventory- 



Total use.-. — 

Exports 

Fed to calves 

Military 

Civilian use— 


The assumptions on tvhlch ti^ese pro- 
jections and estimates are made lure rea- 
sonable and conservative. Imports are 
projected at the norm which has'pre- 
vailed for several years, somewhat higher 
than those for 1975. The “fed to calves’ 
figure is declining, because there an^ 
fewer cows — and calves — on farms. 

Civilian use, which has shown an in- - 
crease in recent years, is projected as 
stabilizing with 'the slight per capita de- 
cline in consumption offset by the in- 
creased population total. 

There have been extensive hearings on 
thte bill both in the House and the Sen- 
ate which have detailed the problems of 
dairying and particularly the ever in- 
creasing production costs. 

The consensus of the recently held field 
heelings by the House Agriculture Com- 
mifctee supported the two provisions of 
this bill as being essential to restore 
stability in dairy production and reverse 
the present trends which could lead to 
shortages in dairy products. 

For our Nation’s best long-term in- 
terests, imports are not the answer. In- 
stead, the answer is to encourage our 
dalrly farmers to maintain a production 
sufficient to meet our needs. 

Even at 85 percent of parity, these 
figures paint a grim picture which I hope 
proves to be too conservative. It shows 
that in the current year and in 1976 we 
will be using more dairy products than 
are available to us through production 
and imports. Because dairying requires 
several years to redevelop production, 
these figures show that setting supports 
at 85 percent of parity now will barely 
correct this situation by 1977. 

That is why, if we are to maintain ade- 
quate dairy supplies, it is necessary for 
us to make this adjustment now— to give 
dairy farmers assurances through an 85 
percent of parity support level that it 
will pay them to stay in dairying and 
to produce our needed dairy supplies. 
The longer we wait, the longer it will 
take for this situation to correct itself. 

Mr. President, as originally passed by 
the Senate, the joint resolution provided 
that— effective for the period beginnin 
on the date of enactment and ending sA, 
March 31, 1979— the Secretary of Agri- 
culture would be required to adjustriup- 
ward the support price of manufactti 
milk at the beginning of each quarter to 
reflect any estimated increase during the 
immediately preceding quarter m the in- 
dex of prices paid by farmers for produc- 
tion items, interest, taxes, anty arm wage 
rates. ' 

As passed by the House, the resolution 
provided that the date for the termina- 
tion of the quarterly adjustment would 


be March 31, 1978, instead of March 31, 
1979, in order that this legislation would 
again be considered when new farm 
legislation involving other major com- 
modities is considered. 

The House also added an amendment 
which required that the support price for 
milk be established at 85 per centum of 
the parity price therefor. 

The Senate conferees were readily 
agreeable to the termination date change 
and found the House persuasive in re- 
spect to the 85 per centum support price 
for milk. As a result, the Senate receded 
to both amendments. 

Mr. PRESIDENT. There has been some 
controversy regarding the cost of the 
conference report on Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 121. . . „ . 

As usual, the Department of Agricul- 
ture has estimated a cost figure which 
I feel is unjustified. 

As a result, I had a cost estimate pre- 

t ; cost figure is substantially less 
aaVas determined by the Depart- 

d on an assumed production of 116 

mounds of milk in 1976-77, arid 

117 billion pounds in 1977-78, and ci 
ian consumption estimated at 115 bmion 
pounds inxeach marketing year, the net 
increases ua costs above the y 75—76 
costs amounUo $27.9 million during the 
first year of the new program and $44.2 
million in the\econd year of/ the pro- 
gram. , , 

Mr. President, \ ask unanimous con- 
sent that these cost determinations be 
made a part of the RrcoRa/at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to biy printed in the 
Record, as follows: 


1975-78, 1976-77 1977-78 


Milk production (billion | 

CCC purchases: 

Nonfat dry milk (netreni 
million pounds),, 

Additional milk (ftutterfat 
and nonfat solijjs: billion 
pounds).. 

CCC cost, 85 percent parity with 

quarterly adjustment (millions): 

Nonfat dry rnrlk - 

Butter and/heese for pro- 
gram i 

Totals.-- 

Use for Gqyfernment distribution 
at cost ffnillions).. 

^ price support cost 

, (millions) 

IncreaSe in CCC costfrom 1975-76 

Elions) -------- 

wase in CCC cost less cost for 
fovernment distribution - 


116 


117 


330 


159.- 


, The National Milk Producers Federation 
contends that Increased population and need 
to rebuild commercial stocks will require l 
billion pounds additional milk for 1976-77 
and another 1 billion pounds for 1977-78. 

It Is assumed that CCC will purchase the 
same amount of nonfat dry milk for wlficli 
no butterfat purchases will be made for each 
year. 

Government program use will not be less 
than for the 1975-76 marketing year. 

Program costs estimates based on USDA 
projections of price support levels at 85 % 
parity with quarterly adjustment. 

Mr BELLMON. Mr. President, Senate 
Joint Resolution 121, which involves the 
milk price support program is a good 


example of legislation rihich creates 
great trouble for the budget. It was just 
last week that Congress fixed budget 
ceilings — ceilings which totaled $408 bil- 
lion in budget authority, $374.9 billion in 
outlays resulting in et deficit of $74.1 bil- 
lion. Most of us did not like that deficit 
of $74.1 billion bujr we recognized that it 
was the product pf current law and cur- 
rent economic conditions. So, by an over- 
whelming Senate vote of 69 to 23, we 
approved this/budget. Now, only a week 
later, we are' faced with a piece of pro- 
posed legislation which would add to 
that huge deficit of $74.1 billion. 

The budget we approved such a short 
time ago' included in function 350 the 
agriculture function — total budget au- 
thoritriof $4.1 billion and outlays of $2.6 
billion. Existing programs based either 
on riiactment this session or in prior 
yea/s- — including the existing milk price 
s import level of 80 percent parity— cause 
tfie totals in this function of the budget 
to reach the ceilings. We have no room 
/in this function for increased Govern- 
ment support levels. 

Yet, Senate Joint Resolution 121 would 
ask us to increase the milk support price 
level from 80 to 85 percent of parity. 
The actual cost to the budget of this 
change in support price will depend on 
future market prices and thus we are 
forced to use historical patterns and fu- 
ture expectations regarding market 
prices; nevertheless, according . to the 
latest USDA estimates, the budget cost 
of the changes will approximate $90 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1976, $35 million for 
the transition quarter, $290 million for 
fiscal year 1977, and $120 million for fis- 
cal year 1978. 

These numbers total $535 million — ex- 
tra dollars to be spent over the level to 
be spent if the price support level is left 
at 80 percent. And these extra dollars are 
dollars we do not have — they will breach 
the targets set in the agriculture func- 
tion. This resolution itself is not subject 
to a point of order but it will break the 
agriculture budget and the Increased cost 
of milk support prices will simply crowd 
out of the budget something else which 
was anticipated. This crowding out will 
possibly occur next spring and it might 
involve agriculture or it could involve 
‘ ome totally unrelated item. 

'Support price payment items are no 
snffill part of the agriculture budget. In 
factk the agriculture budget targets set 
last storing had to be moved up by $583 
millioS. this fall due to increased com- 
modity payments. Such payments are 
part of \he so-called “uncontrollable 
mandatorysentitlement programs which 
have been discussed on this floor so many 
times this yeivr. These are the programs 
which create automatic expenditures to 
anyone who meets the qualifications 
•mandated by tne law. By expanding 
these kinds of programs or expanding 
benefit levels in exisW programs, we are 
insuring that more amj more of the budg- 
et will be “uncontrollable,” and less and 
less of the budget will be available in 
future years to meet the priorities 
deemed most important at that time. 

I urge my colleagues to return this 
resolution to conference so that the sup- 
port level can be put at 80 percent of 
parity, a level which the marketplace is 
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and a level which our budge t^cCh 


SENATE 


use 
affoi 

Mr Isumphrey. Mr. Preset, I 
move thatNttie Senate agree to/the con- 
ference report. 

The PRESIDING OPPICe 6 The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to th^motion of the 
Senator from Minhesotl 
The motion was aWeed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. 'Mr. President I 
move to reconsider the vftte bv which the 
motion was agreed to. X 
Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. \ 

The jaiotion to lay on the table vns 
agreed to 
y 


DEPARTMENT OP DEFENSE AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with considera- 
tion of amendment in disagreement No. 
75 to H.R. 9861, an act making appro- 
pnations for the Department of Defense 
lor the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, 
and for the period beginning July 1. 1976, 
and ending September 30. 1976, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Schneider 
and Mr. Bates be permitted the privilege 
oi the floor during the consideration of 
the Tunney amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr President. I ask 
unanimous consent that Bob Jerome, of 
my staff, be permitted the privilege of 
the floor during the debate and vote on 
this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. - 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the 
majority leader has indicated that in 
his judgment, a filibuster has been ini- 
tiated. I do not know whether a filibus- 
ter will be maintained or not, but I think 
that some serious questions should be 
asked and answered in open session. 

We have had the opportunity to dis- 
cuss some of the issues in closed session: 
and I shared the opinion yesterday in our 
closed session that we spent far too much 
°! the time in the closed session talking 
about things that were not directly per- 
tinent to the question of aid to Angola. 
This morning, we were able to confine 
the discussion to the question of Angola, 
but we oftentimes had comments that 
were not pertinent to classified informa- 
tion but were general discussion matters 
relative to a policy decision on our for- 
eign policy in support of an element 
struggling in Angola. 

It was my feeling then, and it is my 
feeling now, that the public Is entitled 
to have a clear and public expression of 


Members of this body of their concerns 
and their view' of the issues that are at 
stake with respect to U.S. policy. I think 
we need to do that on the record We 
need to do it out in front of the public. 
That will be my purpose now — to try to 
raise some of the questions now that 
■- ei e raised hi the closed session 
Let me say, parenthetically, that after 
laving spent 3 hours yesterday and 2 
lours plus today in closed session, seek- 
ng to determine what classified or secret 
nformation was available to us that 
tears on this subject, I have to conclude 
nat the decisions being reached are be- 
iig reached on the basis of matters that 
* heady have been almost fully reported 
n the press and that there is very little 
hat bears upon our decision that has 
tiot been reported fully in the press al- 
i oady. I do not know whether that is a 
matter oi comfort to the people of this 
t ountry or whether that is a matter that 
{ sight shock them. 

I had hoped that we would discover in 
t ie closed sessions some factual infor- 
1 !a tjon concerning our policy and the 
: unifications and the aims of our policy 
1 mt was not already reported. I had 
i oped that we would find in the closed 
sessions some information that deals 
v ith or bears upon the motives, the as- 
pirations, the Involvement, and the goals 
°- the Soviet Union in their involvement 
in Angola. I find that, again, all or vir- 
tually all of the information available to 
tue Senate in making our decision has 
a ready been discussed fully in the public 
P ess. 

I had hoped that we would find out 
Something in the secret sessions about 
the involvement of South Africa in the 

1 , US S e is now £°'ng on in Angola. 
-1st, the discussions that we have had in 
these closed sessions indicate to me that 
the Senate has no information and that 
n,> information can be made available 
u> tlle Senate In regard to the involve- 
ment of South Africa in the ongoing 
event in Angola, save those things which 
already have been discussed in public 
Pi int. 

i make that statement as a back- 
gi .Hind, simply so t hat no one will be 
in .sled as to the reason why I asked at 
U-e time for the closed sessions. Not 
lit mg on any of the committees which 
re eived these briefings or this informa - 
1i< ii, as a matter of course, I had hoped 
to be informed by Members of the Sen- 
!? wll ° are thus privy to the informa- 
ta n presented to them in those closed 
se ssions, and I had hoped that I might 
be better informed and better able to 
mu.ke a decision with regard to our 
policy. 

Having said that, let us look at what 
ou * policy decisions might be. Let us 
ta! e a look at where we are, and let us 
de ermine, if we can, the effect of the 
Tenney amendment upon our involve- 
ment in Angola or, as a matter of fact 
upon the general flow of our foreign pol- 
icy. I think it is fair to state, from all 
the information— at least it is my on- 
ch'sion from the information— that we 
die not start it; that, as Portugal 
granted independence to the native peo- 
ples in Angola and withdrew that rem- 
nant of colonial rule in Africa, then 


December 18, 1975 


emerged within Argo) i three different 
groups, each of whom was seeking to 
control the flow of government after in- 
dependence was granted to them. 

I think it is also fair to state that the 
record will indicate that each of these 
three movements has some popular sup- 
port and that we have responded to the 
flow by joining others in support of two 
of three factions and, in effect, in so 
doing, against the third of the three fac- 
tions, that faction being backed by the 
Soviet Union and supported, also, bv 
some outside elements. 

Those who argue that we should not 
be involved have poin ed out that we 
should not be Involved because the So- 
viet-backed element 1 - the strongest 
most well organized, and most dedicated' 
and therefore the most likely to win of 
the three elements involved; and, con- 
versely, that we should not be involved 
in backing the two elements with whom 
we have chosen to affiliate our efforts be- 
cause. being less strongly motivated and 
less dedicated and presumably weaker 
they are bound to lose. 

I asked one of the Members who had 
indicated that we ought not to continue 
our effort because It is bound to lose, 
and some of us who had said it makes 
no difference to the United States which 
one of the factions wins, that then "it 
would seem to me obvious we ought to 
join the Soviet Union in backing the one 
element that is going to win because 
then we would be on the side of the win- 
ner, and it does not matter who wins. 

It that is the kind of logic that impels 
us to a decision, I am distressed for the 
policy of this country and, incidentally, 
when I made that suggestion the people 
who said we ought not back losers be- 
cause they are losers, said, “Well, but 
that is not the reason.” 

I simply suggested that certainly they 
must think we were joining the other 
side simply because the Soviet Union was 
involved on one side ami we automati- 
cally took the other, and that seemed to 
me to be a very unwise oolicy, and the 
kind of a kneejerk reaction that does not 
bear upon the logical analysis of the 
situation that there are choices. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mi. McCLURE. I would be happy to 
yield without losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. My reason for inter- 
1 up ting the Senator from Idaho is that 
I have to leave the floor for a moment 
and I wanted to ask the Senator one 
question before I left. 

Based upon everything you have heard 
would you agree that If we adopt the 
Tunney amendment that we are effect- 
ing a major change in American foreign 
policy by adopting such ail amendment? 

Mr. McCLURE. I would say to the 
Senator from New Mexico T agree with 
him, although there are some people who 
support the Tunney ameni hnent who are 
trying to persuade us that it is neutral 
m regard to the future course of Ameri- 
can foreign policy. 

1 cannot vie* it as such, and I do not 
think the rest of the world would view 
it as such. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would say to the 
Senator that I am sure if we spend a 
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little time on the floor in open discussion 
and if we had expressions from both sides 
to supplement what was said in the se- 
cret sessions, then the public can judge 
as to whethej’ we are changing America’s 
foreign policy or not. 

Let me ask the Senator one further 
question. It is my understanding, based 
upon everything we have heard to this 
point in time, that there have been no 
discussions, private or otherwise, Senate 
committees involved or the Senate lead- 
ership with the President of the United 
States, Does the Senator understand that 
to be the state of the facts? 

Mr. McCLURE. I understand it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would also ask 
whether or not there have been discus- 
sions directly with the Secretary of 
State on this issue prior to the presenta- 
tion of the Tunney amendment. 

Mr. McCLURE, I would, say from all 
the discussions we have had for the last 
2 days on the floor and from some rather 
detailed inquiry of the proponents of the 
amendment and those who are deeply 
involved in the appropriate committees 
in the development of policy, that they 
never presented any evidence of any 
statement by the President of the United 
States, that there was no hint that the 
Secretary of State of the United States 
made any statement to them nor had 
they sought that information from the 
Secretary of State. 

Mr. DOMENICI. In all fairness, it Is 
true a number of committees have in- 
quired of various CIA officials and 
various State Department officials. How- 
ever, my specific question is: To this 
point in time has there been any direct 
communication with the President of the 
United, States, or with the Secretary of 
State, in reference to the effect of this 
amendment on the foreign policy of the 
United States? 

Mr. McCLURE. I would have to say 
to the Senator there is no evidence of 
any such direct contact or direct input 
into the deliberations. 

I think, in fairness, however, we should 
Indicate that there are people within the 
CIA and within the State Department, 
including Assistant Secretaries of State, 
who have made such statements and, I 
assume, the proponents would urge that 
the positions articulated by these men 
are imputed both to the Secretary of 
State or the President. But there was no 
direct statement by the President, no 
direct statement or involvement in the 
statements by the Secretary of State. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say this to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Idaho and to 
my Senate colleagues because I am not 
one who usually participates in lengthy 
dialogs on the floor of the Senate. I 
am one who has said the Senate ought 
to be more involved in foreign policy, and 
I am one who has said the American 
people ought to be more informed on 
what we are doing. 

It does appear to me if those who pro- 
pose this amendment thought that it was 
a rather insignificant act, that there 
was another option that would still be 
open. That, as a matter of fact, we ought 
not to get in on the ground floor of a 
budding Vietnam. That in reality, with 


the Russian massive buildup in Angola, 
and with Cuban mercenaries approach- 
ing between 3,000 and 5,000 :in number 
already there, that what the world per- 
ceives and what the Soviet Union per- 
ceives to be the existing American pol- 
icy may very well have seemed to change 
to then as a result of this particular 
amendment, whether or not the admin- 
istration has another option yet to come 
down the line in a few weeks. That this 
amendment can be perceived as a major 
change in American foreign policy with 
reference to that part of the world and 
the activities of the Soviet Union. 

I say that because it appears to me if 
that is the case, then regardless of what 
we think we are doing in terms of tech- 
nical changes in the way we fund this 
kind of activity, it may indeed be per- 
ceived as far more than that and may, 
indeed, be far more than that because 
perception may be reality in foreign 
affairs. 

Mr. McCLURE. May I say to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico that he has put his 
finger on the problem, the crux of the 
problem, that confronts many of us. 

In spite of the urging of some who 
support the Tunney amendment, who 
say it merely leaves our options open 
or, putting it in another way, it gives 
the Congress of the United States sin 
opportunity to express its will prior to 
the adoption of a foreign policy, that it is 
not going to be perceived that way by 
other people in the world who see that we 
do now have, as a matter of fact, a policy 
in Angola which will be, as a matter 
of fact, changed by the adoption of this 
amendment. I think the Senator from 
New Mexico is exactly correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Just one last com- 
ment. I appreciate the Senator giving 
me this opportunity while he has the 
floor. 

It appears to me that the issue that we 
are discussing is so intimately tied into 
the major issue of detente and our re- 
lationships with the Soviet Union that 
they cannot be separated. We do not 
purport in this amendment to be ad- 
dressing the relationships with the Soviet 
Union as they exist today under the 
guise of detente. It appears to me that 
the long-term solution to the Soviet 
Union involvement in Angola and an 
ever-escalating effort on their part to 
take over that part of the world is ul- 
timately going to be tied to detente. 

Does America, indeed, change its pol- 
icies with reference to detente and the 
Soviet Union or not? Is this the time that 
we should? If it is not, are we ever going 
to? 

Are the economics between the Soviet 
Union and America, including the sale 
of technology, trade relationships, cul- 
tural exchanges, SALT II, and all those 
kinds of negotiations — could they not 
be the leveraging mechanism for just 
this kind of activity? And are we not 
throwing that leverage out the window 
when we completely change our policy on 
this one without exercising that kind of 
leverage? 

That is what concerns me. I think that 
is clearly a prerogative of the executive. 
It ought to be explored with the execu- 


tive. In fact, I believe that a sense of the 
Senate proposition telling the executive 
that we want him to exercise whatever 
leverage there is in that relationship, to 
make it clear that we do not want the 
Russians nor American equipment, nor 
other foreign powers, in that part of the 
world, would be a proper role for the 
Senate. Such a sense of the Senate res- 
olution could say that we want to ex- 
plore this kind of use of American lever- 
age since neither the Russians nor Amer- 
icans can win iri Angola. Maybe they will 
all get out if indeed we exercise the type 
of maximum leverage that is unrelated 
to sending materials into Angola. 

I leave with that and thank the Sena- 
tor from Idaho for yielding. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico for making that state- 
ment, because it focuses on something 
I should have said at the outset that 
motivates the Senator from Idaho. That 
is that I wish the people of Angola were 
free to make their own decision about 
their own destiny without the outside 
interference of anyone. I do not want 
to see the United States interfering in 
their internal affairs. I do not want to 
see the South Africans or Soviets inter- 
fering in their affairs. I would prefer 
that the neighboring African states did 
not interfere in the internal affairs of 
Angola. I would prefer that these people 
be allowed to work out their own destiny 
in their own way, without the interfer- 
ence of anyone. 

The fact of the matter is that other 
forces are involved, that the United 
States has responded, over a period of 
time, in a way which is perceived in the 
world, partly as a result of the discus- 
sions here in the Senate of the United 
States, as a direct involvement and that 
we cannot subtract that without signal- 
ing to the world that the Senate of the 
United States has directed a change in 
foreign policy of the United States. 

I think the Senator from New Mexico 
Is exactly correct. ' 

Mr. DOMENICI. Just one final com- 
ment. I think that certainly, the Sena- 
tor from Idaho and others will discuss 
the pros and cons of the actual strategic 
value of this piece of the world to the 
United States. There will be a very seri- 
ous split of opinion as to whether it is 
valuable or is not. I wish to make it clear 
that to this point, I have not been talk- 
ing about the fact that the Soviet Union 
may very well be changing its policy with 
reference to the direct intervention in 
another major country and, perhaps, in 
another major continent. That, in and 
of itself, becomes a matter of grave na- 
tional concern to America. If that is a 
change in policy or an elaboration or an 
extension of a policy, then we have to 
look at it in terms of what options are 
available to us to make sure that it does 
not reach its final fruition or goal with- 
out any limitation placed upon it. 

It is my opinion that the Tunney 
amendment sets no limit on the Russian 
policy and does not perceive its potential 
as a kind of openended change in Soviet 
policy with massive support and mer- 
cenaries taking over another country. It 
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is in that context that I have discussed 
it with the Senator to this point. 

Mr. McCLXJRE. I say to the Senator 
from New Mexico, in response to that 
question, that I agree with his statement 
and I agree with the implications that 
will be read into actions by the Senate. 
That is one of the dilemmas that 1 think 
we face. When we discover a policy, 
whether we agree with it or not, we can- 
not directly move to stop that applica- 
tion of that policy without that, in itself, 
being a policy. We have never had the 
opportunity to adopt a policy. We in the 
Senate of the United States or in the 
Congress of the United States have not, 
until this time, congressionally adopted 
a policy or articulated a policy for the 
United States to follow with regard to 
Angola. That is a tragedy. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McCLURE. I agree with some of 
my friends, the Senator from New York 
> Mr. Javits) , the Senator from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. Case), the Senator irom Min- 
nesota (Mr. Humphrey). They have all 
most eloquently stated the need for Con- 
gress to be involved in the application of 
foreign policy, particularly with respect 
to what we may or may not be doing in 
Angola, now or in the future. But I wish 
that we had been involved in the develop- 
ment of the policy. I hope that we will be 
involved in the development of the pol- 
icy. But I do not think we can, in this 
context, adopt an amendment without 
that, in itself, being the adoption of a 
policy. 

. The Senators, some of whom I have 
mentioned, ant? others, have said this is 
too serious a matter to be decided by the 
Senate of the United States without any 
extended debate and without some hear- 
ings and without some very serious con- 
sideration of the implications of the pol- 
icy. Yet, they would have us adopt the 
amendment which. In itself. Is an adop- 
tion of a policy. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr President, I shall 
yield to the Senator from New York if 
I may yield without losing my right to 
the floor, without the resumption being 
considered a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. I yield. 

Mr BUCKLEY. Mr. President. I thank 
my friend from Idaho. I should like to 
dispose of some pending business. 


Mr. CRANSTON. Reserving the right 
to Object, will the Senator explain the 
request? 

Mr.xBUCKLEY. This is similar to leg- 
islation that was adopted by the Con- 
gress 2 months ago, but which the Pres- 
ident vetoed. 

It had Been adopted in both Houses by 
e very substantial majority. Since the 
veto we hatte negotiated a tighter bill. It 
provides for, reimbursement under spe- 
cial circumstances, controlled by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, for any extraor- 
dinary expenses incurred in the protec- 
tion of foreign iflpiomats coming to this 
country. \ 

Mr. CRANSTON. Has action been 
cleared by Senator Randolph? 

Mr. BUCKLEY, k has been cleared. 
In fact, an identical Eull was reported out 
by the Public Works Committee yester- 
day. In addition, the -chairman of the 
subcommittee (Mr. Morgan) has au- 
thorized me to go ahead vmd call up this 
matter at this time. \ 

Mr. CRANSTON. I have 5 . no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to its 
b immediate consideration. \ 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, as I 
have stated, I introduced a companion 
bill. S. 2796, on Tuesday. The Committee 
on Public Works, yesterday, considered 
t ie bill and reported it by unanimous 
vote to the Senate. \ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous son- 
sent to have printed in the REcoRD\an 


munities should no longer be forced to boar 
the full coed of what is essentially a national 
obligation. 

This in no way affects the day-to-day 
protection of foreign diplomatic missions, 
which remains the responsibility of local 
police departments outside Washington, 
D.C. But 6 27-16 recognizes that .there are 
instances of extraordinary protective need 
when Federal assistance is wise avid Justified. 
This legislation facilitates sueji assistance. 

The validity of this assistance can be 
shown by the fact that the permanent and 
observer missions associated with the United 
Nations pay no property or other taxes or 
payments in lieu of taxes under Article 23 
of the Vienna Convention and the Conven- 
tion on the United Nations. Nor do those em- 
ployees of the United Nations who are aliens 
pay local Income taxes to help offset any costs 
that their presence iff the city imposes on 
local government. Mtout 4,000 of the 6,000 
United Nations employees -rationed in New 
York City are foreign nationals and thus 
exempt from all/ local taxes. To a lesser 
extent, a similar/ burden is carried by many 
cities. ‘ 

PEOVI/UON3 OP LEGISLATION 

In addition!' to raising the personnel ceil- 
ing of the Executive Protective Service to 
1200 officers from 860 officers, S. 2796 directs 
the Secretary of the Treasury to provide uni- 
formed police protection at foreign missions 
In eases/of extraordinary protective need in 
cities where 20 or more such missions are lo- 
catedy ’Hie following cities, according to 
Stater Department figures, have 20 or more 
foreign consular offices: Chicago, Houston, 
Los- Angeles, Miami, New Orleans, New York 
City, and San Francisco. 

/To provide this protection, the Secretary 
*uw.u ij, me [122 /rust also find that the protective need was 

excerpt from the report (No. 94-573), /associated with the visit by a dignitary who, 
explaining the purposes of the measure/ at 801116 point during his visit to the United 
There being no objection, the excerm Sta tes, participated m the activities of an tn- 
v as ordered to be printed in the Record/- ■ 

a ; follows: 


EXECU7 


riVE PROTECTIVE SERVICE 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I call from J*ie desk 
H.R. 11184 \nd ask for its iriimediate 
consideration^ / 

The PRESirtoSTG OFFICER The bill 
will be stated. \ / 


islative clerk read as 


The assistant lei 
follows : 

A bill (H.R. 11184) tphunend title 3, United 
States Code, to prayldeVor foreign diplo- 
matic missions, to ymcreasg the size of the 
Executive Protective Servie\ and for other 
purposes. 


The PREi 
objection tj 
of the bill 


DING OFFICI 
the immediate cot 


PURPOSE 

The purpose of S. 2790, as reported/ls to 
increase by 350 the authorized number of 
Executive Protective Service officers /fend to 
direct the Service to provide, under certain 
conditions for extraordinary protective needs 
at, foreign missions in cities where,E0 or more 
s- ich facilities exist. The Executive Protective 
Service would be authorized ano( encouraged 
bo delegate this special protective service, 
under limited circumstances, no local police 
officials in those cities outside Washington, 
E C., with reimbursement. / 

BACKGROUND AND NEED yfcltl LEGISLATION 

Public Law 91-217 chsfhged the name of 
the White House Police t6 the Executive Pro- 
tective Service and expanded its responsibili- 
ties to Include the regular protection of for- 
e gn embassies In the-Washington, D.C., area 
a id diplomatic missions outside Washington 
a -• the President maty direct on a case-by-case 
b isls. The authorised strength of the Service 
w as set at 850 officers. Pnbllc Law 91-217 was 
written in recognition of the nation's obli- 
gations under international law and practice 
to take all reasonable precautions in assur- 
ing the safetV of foreign diplomatic missions 
a id their personnel. The Executive Protective 
8 -rvice also retained its responsibility to pro- 
tect the buildings and grounds of the White 
House aijH Executive Office Buildings. 

Since/1970, however, incidents of political 
terrorism have increased, along with the de- 
mand^ for protective services. A strong na- 
tional Interest .exists in assuring the safety 
of fprelgn officials visiting the United States, 
whether those visits are to Washington, D.C., 
os/ other areas of the United States. Develop- 
ments since the passage of P.L. 91-217 dem- 
It istrate the need for protective services 
Is there /wherever a substantial number of foreign 
ideratloiy missions exist. As this need has increased — 
' a id it could increase still further — local com- 


ternational organization of which the United 
• States Is a member, such as the United Na- 
tions. Or the Secretary must find that the 
firotective need will occur at or outside either 
a\permanervt mission to such an interna- 
tional organization or an observer mission 
that has been invited to participate in the 
work of such an organization. Permanent 
missions arc maintained by member states. 
Observer missions may be maintained by or- 
ganizations such as the government of 
Switzerland or the Palestine Liberation Or- 
ganization. 

The authority for such protection is ex- 
tended in the case of the cities with 20 or 
more missions to those places where the 
visiting dignitary may be staying, not sim- 
ply the official mission site. Representatives 
of foreign governments ana others who may 
create a situation leading to protection un- 
der this bill generally reside at a hotel, rather 
than at what might be defined under the 
strictest Interpretation as a foreign mission, 
when visiting outsitae Washington, D.C. 

This was the caseNfiurlng the visit to New 
York City in November 1974 of Yasir Arafat, 
the leader of the Palestine Liberation Orga- 
nization. The extraordinary protection for 
that one-day Arafat visit cost the taxpayers 
of New York City In exaess of $700,000. To 
assure equitable treatment in such situa- 
tions, this legislation covers the extraordi- 
nary protective needs provided at hotels or 
other facilities utilized by i^je visitor. 

This bill offers two approaches to the ac- 
tual extension of protection. The Secretary 
may dispatch the necessary eoinplement of 
EPS officers from Washington. But S. 2796 
provides the Secretary with neA flexibility 
to utilize the services, personnel, equipment, 
and facilities of State and local governments, 
with their consent and on a reimVursable 
basis, to meet such extraordinary protective 
needs. ' 

Following any decision that an extraordi- 
nary protective need exists under the terms 
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Tlw. northwest quarter of the southwest 
quartet of section 3, township 15 north, /ange 
4 east, Boise meridian, Valley County Mdaho. 

Src, 2 .-The conveyance authorized^ by the 
first sectioh of this Act shall he made upon 
payment by. Valley County, Idalro, to the 
Secretary of the Interior of an amount equal 
to the fair mmket value of joch land, as 
determined by the Secretary alfter appraisal. 

APPOINTMENT OP ADDITION AL 
CONFERBJEtAS. 2718 

Mr. MANSFIELEywi*. President, on 
behalf of the SenaJforYrom Washington 
(Mr. Magnuson) ,A askVnanimous con- 
sent that the Se/ator from Kansas (Mr. 
Pearson) be n anted as an additional con- 
feree on the /part of the Senate on S. 
2718. / \ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER^ Without 
objection , fit is so ordered. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with the consid- 
eration Of amendment in disagreement 
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making ap- 
propriations for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, and for the period beginning July 1, 
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLURE. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Virginia for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I appreciate the Senator’s yielding 
and compliment him on the statements 
he has made about the amendment that 
has been proposed by the Senator from 
California. 

The Senator commenced his remarks 
by reference to the majority leader’s 
comments about a filibuster on this 
amendment. 

I was one who objected to a vote at a 
definite time, but the reason for my ob- 
jection was that it was 10 o’clock in the 
evening and I do not think that is the 
time to vote on such matters. 

I am ready to vote right now, so I am 
not participating in a filibuster in any 
way. 

In fact, I may vote in favor of the 
Tunney amendment. I am inclined to do 
that. I do have a concern. 

Perhaps the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho may be in possession of in- 
formation that I do not have. I, like him, 
did not receive a great deal of enlighten- 
ment during the closed session of the 
Senate, either yesterday or today. 

Mr. McCLURE. Might I say to the 
Senator parenthetically at that point, I 
believe we had some good debate in the 
closed session today, but the debate was 
not really bearing upon matters that 
were classified or secret and that could 
not have been debated in full public view. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I agree with 
the Senator. That, in effect, is my 
thought also. I am interested in what 
the administration and what the De- 
partment of State may or may not have 
done in this situation that might relate 
to this concept of detente, and whether 
or not we can compartmentalize detente; 
whether we can say, “We will sign agree- 


ments with you and we would like to get 
your signature on almost any agreement. 
We feel we have accomplished something 
because you signed a piece of paper.” 
Then be friends with the Soviet Union, 
normalize relations with Cuba, and at- 
tempt in some manner to combat the 
activities of Cuba or Russia in Angola. 

It seems to me that when we talk about 
friendship we have to be a friend world- 
wide. We cannot be a friend in one part 
of the world and be conducting some type 
of antagonistic effort in another part of 
the world. It seems to me through diplo- 
matic channels the President of the 
United States and the Secretary of State 
should indicate to the Soviet Union and 
to Cuba that we would like to normalize 
relationships; that we would like for all 
of the nations within the family of na- 
tions to be friends, one with another. 

I do not think there is any doubt that 
one has to be a friend to have a friend. 
This means that one does not go around 
in various parts of the world and at- 
tempt to establish bases, attempt to take 
over a newly formed independent nation. 

It seems to me that Russia is badly 
in need of grain. I am advised that Rus- 
sia does have problems with regard to 
feeding its population. I am not opposed 
to assisting a friendly, needy nation any- 
where in the world. 

I understand we have been helping 
Russia with regard to some truck factor- 
ies, with regard to computers; that we 
have been trying to help them develop 
their oil resources. 

I am opposed to doing that sort of 
thing when Russia is acting as a friend 
as long as we are doing this but then goes 
into another part of the world and does 
not act in a friendly fashion. 

As the distinguished Senator knows, as 
a lawyer, there is such a thing as mu- 
tuality in every valid contract. There is 
consideration that flows in both direc- 
tions. 

It just appears to this Senator that 
most of the consideration in our contact 
with the Soviet Union is flowing out of 
this country and into the Soviet Union. 
I do not see the mutuality in these agree- 
ments. 

I wonder if the Senator has heard any 
mention made in our discussions here 
in the Chamber about diplomatic efforts 
having been made by the State Depart- 
ment, in effect, to say to the Soviet 
Union: “If you want the friendship of 
this country, if you want our assistance 
in the way that you feel you need our 
assistance, are you going to be a friend 
and show your friendship throughout the 
world by your actions as well as any 
words which you might utter?” 

Would the distinguished Senator have 
any comment on that? 

Mr, McCLURE. Let me respond to the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia in 
this manner, if I may. 

First of all with respect to' whether or 
not in the closed sessions we developed 
any information concerning State De- 
partment or diplomatic initiatives with 
regard to the Soviet involvement in 
Angola — and I think there was nothing 
of a classified nature stated there and 
I think, as a matter of fact, the only 
information— 


Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I would not 
ask the Senator to disclose any classified 
information. 

Mr. McCLURE. I am aware of that. 

The only information that was dis- 
closed or discussed was that the State 
Department has sent a perfunctory note, 
or at least they sent a note and received 
a perfunctory reply, and they may have 
followed that up with a perfunctory re- 
sponse to the perfunctory reply. In other 
words, practically no diplomatic initia- 
tive directly bearing upon this issue, so 
far as the Soviet Union is concerned. 

Let me state further that I do not re- 
gard the policy of detente, as I under- 
stand it to have been articulated by Sec- 
retary Kissinger, by President Nixon and 
President Ford, as being a statement of 
friendship between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. It is, instead, a policy 
under which the opposing forces in the 
world may live together without imme- 
diate armed conflict and with a lessening 
of tensions which lessens the likelihood 
of the outbreak of armed conflict. 

I do not believe the policy of detente 
ought to be confused with the statement 
of friendship that we would all desire 
occur. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. The distin- 
guished Senator will recall that state- 
ments have been made after conferences 
with the Soviet Union and other Commu- 
nist nations that while we have a differ- 
ent type of government, and while we 
may not agree as to all matters, we do 
want to live together in peace and settle 
our disagreements by negotiation rather 
than settle the differences through any 
type of armed conflict. 

I believe such statements as this have 
been made in general from time to time. 

I submit that the Soviet action in An- 
gola, as I understand that action to be, is 
not in the broad, general spirit of detente 
as it is generally understood to be, 
whether we call it friendship between na- 
tions, toleration of nations, or living to- 
gether in the absence of any armed 
conflict. 

Would not the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho agree that the executive 
branch of the Government should, in 
some way, convey to those who have 
either military personnel or military ad- 
visers in Angola that this Nation views 
with concern their presence there, and 
that it might very well jeopardize this 
spirit that we have been trying to ac- 
complish over the past several years? 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I would 
reply to the Senator’s question in this 
fashion : I believe there are a number of 
things which can be done. I agree to- 
tally with the sentiment expressed by 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia, 
that we should use diplomatic channels 
to indicate to the Soviet Union, and to 
other external participants in the inter- 
nal affaire of Angola, that we believe the 
Angolans ought to be able to make up 
their own minds without outside 
interference. 

We should express our concern to the 
Soviet Union about their involvement in 
attempting to back a less thari one- third 
segment of the society in Angola in order 
to subvert and to impose their will upon 
two-thirds of the people of Angola. I 
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■would hope that we would also utilize 
the diplomatic channels that we can 
utilize to put pressure upon Cuba, which 
is the indirect pawn of the Soviet Union 
and a direct participant in Angola to tne 
extent of 4,000 to 5,000 troops actively 
involved in combat operations, using the 
Soviet Union equipment supplied to that 
one section in Angola in an attempt to 
extend Soviet administration and domi- 
nance over the lives of the people in An- 

S °Hr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Is it not a 
fact that this country has had an express 
foreign policy over the years of self-de- 
termination for all the nations of the 
world? This has been our expressed for- 
eign policy; and would it not be consist- 
ent with the expressed foreign policy ot 
this nation to call that to the attention 
of the Soviet Union or other nations that 
have troops or military advisers in the 
African nation, and urge them, in the 
general overall spirit of detente, that 
they should withdraw from Angola? 

The real thrust of my thought is that 
any foreign policy such as detente not be 
compartmentalized. In my opinion, it is 
not realistic to practice detente in one 
part of the world and not have it apply 
in other areas of the world. Would the 
distinguished Senator agree with that? 

Mr. McCLURE. I would agree with 
most portions of the statement of the 
Senator from Virginia, particularly one 
point, in regard to the expression of the 
opinion to the Soviet Union that detente 
is indeed threatened by their continued 
intervention in Angola; and second, that 
it is the policy of the United States and 
it ought to be the policy of the United 
States to support the right of self-deter- 
mination of all people in all countries. 

We have for many years supported a 
declaration in the captive nations treaty 
wherein we have said to the people of the 
world that we still look back with abhor- 
rence at the dominance of the lives of 
the people in Latvia, Lithuania, and 
Estonia by the Soviet Union; that we do 
not like the interference in the lives of 
the people of Finland; that we abhor 
the interference in Hungary, when the 
Soviets sought to change the lives of the 
people there; that we have never liked 
the interposition of the Soviet Union m 
Czechoslovakia. ' _ , , 

We believe the people of Czechoslo- 
vakia should have the privilege of mak- 
ing up their own minds what kind of 
government they should have. We sup- 
port and applaud the efforts of the peo- 
ple of Poland to free themselves from 
the dominance of their massive neighbor 
to the east. 

But we should be no less concerned 
about the rights of the people of An- 
gola, simply because they are a small 
and less developed country. As a matter 
of fact, perhaps we should be more sen- 
sitive to their right to make their own 
determination in their own way, simply 
because they are small and less developed 
than some of these other nations. 

Mr. W ILLIA M L. SCOTT. I appreciate 
the Senator’s yielding. Of course, I 
would like for our country to be con- 
cerned about the welfare of the small 
nations of the world, for self-determina- 
tion by all of the nations of the world; 
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hut I also have a concern that we not 
become involved in the affairs of another 
nation without Congress having com- 
plete information, without Congress par- 
ticipating in the policymaking decision. 
Although some individual Members of 
Congress may have been consulted, I am 
not aware of the Congress as a body 
being involved in the situation in An- 
gola. I certainly do not want this to de- 
velop into any type of affair that would 
involve the use of American troops. 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. Stevenson) has a sense of 
the Senate resolution which, in effect, 
calls upon the executive branch of the 
Government to endeavor, through diplo- 
matic channels, to encourage the Soviet 
Union and other nations, without naming 
them, other nations involved in the An- 
gola affair, to withdraw and to permit 
that nation to determine its own internal 
affairs, to govern itself. 

I intend to support that sense oi con- 
gress resolution in the event that it 
comes before the Senate for considera- 
tion. I understand it is cosponsored by 
the distinguished Democratic whip, and 1 
believe other Senators have cosponsored 
it also. I believe it is a good resolution. 

I would amend it somewhat to indicate 
that this Nation will, to an extent, govern 
its future relationship with the Soviet 
Union by the actions that the Soviet 
Union takes in Angola and other coun- 
tries, so as to say that detente is world- 
wide, that if it is going to work at all 
it has to work all over the world, and 
that it cannot work in one nation with- 
out working in the others. 

I have infringed upon the Senator s 
time, but I thank him for yielding. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution to the discussion and 
the questions that he has raised. 

The latter subject that he referred to, 
the resolution of the Senator from Illi- 
nois (Mr. Stevenson), appears at page 
S22539 of the Congressional Record, be- 
ing the record of the proceedings in open 
session yesterday. I am told that the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr, 
Thurmond) also has a resolution in 
slightly different terms, but directed to- 
ward the Senate amendment. I am told 
that at least two other Senators are 
sponsors of a third resolution with some- 
thing of a similar aim, directing the Ex- 
ecutive to become involved in very posi- 
tive diplomatic efforts to bring pressure 
to bear on those who would subvert the 
internal processes of Angola to their own 

ends. , 

I am perfectly willing, as one Member 
of the Senate, to support appropriate ef- 
^ forts directed toward that end. 

I would hope that we would change 
our policy that now eix'sts until we have a 
quid pro quo for the change, and I 
think that is the very importance of the 
question we are involved in. 

I yield to the Senator from Oregon 
under the previously stated conditions. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Idaho has put his 
finger on it, and I would like to engage 
in some colloquy with the Senator from 
California. 

We are talking about three different 
things here, really. We are talking about 


the resolution of the Senator from Illi- 
nois, which is almost an embargo theoiy 
because It does not relate just to the So- 
viet Union; it relates to any nation, as 
I recall his words, that persists in _ in- 
volving itself in Angola. That could be 
Zaire, South Africa, France, or any na- 
tion that persists in involving itself. 

That could be worthy of consideration, 
although not hasty consideration, by the 

Senate. ,, . 

Then we are talking about detente, our 
relations with the Soviet Union, specifi- 
cally whether we should require a quid 
pro quo; should we send them Ford 
Motor Co. machinery if they do not get 
out of Angola? , .. 

Then third, as I understand the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia he is, in essence, saying what our 
unilateral policy should be toward An- 
gola regardless of detente, regardless of 
whether or not we adopt the Stevenson 
resolution. 

Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. TUNNEY. The question as to what 
we ought to do with Angola irrespective 
of what the Russians do is one that we 
could spend a good deal of time on. I am 
happy to offer some thoughts to the 
Senator from Oregon if he cares to listen 
to my opinions on the subject. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I wish to hear them. 
As I understand the specific amendment, 
and I shall be fair, I think the world as 
well as this country is going to read it, 
and the headlines are going to be Sen- 
ate Rejects Angola,” or words to that 
effect; they are not going to get into the 
niceties. This is one bill and one appro- 
priation. I think that it is a philosophi- 
cally fair conclusion to draw from the 
debate that this is going to be our policy, 
if it passes, toward Angola and may be 
correctly a harbinger of what our policy 
ought to be toward involvement m 

Africa at all. , . 

Mr TUNNEY. What the amendment 
does is to make it very clear that the 
United States cannot send military 
equipment to Angola, nor can it send 
money to another country which In turn 
will then make the purchases of military 
equipment for use in Angola, but there 
is nothing in my amendment that pre- 
vents economic aid from being given to 
Angola. There is no reason why we could 
not participate in giving assistance to all 
sides. We could give humanitarian aid. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I stand corrected 
on tliat because the amendment of the 
Senator is clear in that respect. In addi- 
tion, we could gather intelligence in 
Angola if we wanted to because the 
amendment has exempted intelligence 
gathering. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes. 

I wish to point out to my friend that 
we now know that the Gulf Oil Co. has 
made a very large payment of money, ap- 
proximately $100 million, that has been 
placed in the bank in Luanda of which 
the MPLA has now control since the 
Portuguese pulled out on November 11. 
In effect what has happened is that we 
have the Gulf Oil Co., an American cor- 
poration, with a subsidiary in Angola, 
drilling for oil, having made a very sub- 
stantial $100 million payment to the side 
that is being backed by the Russians, and 
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our Government apparently did nothing 
to prevent that payment from being 
made. It is my understanding that an- 
other substantial payment is due in the 
very near future, and that there was an 
agreement that $500 million would be 
paid in the form of royalties by Gulf to 
the bank in Luanda, which would then 
be available to the government that was 
in control and that government which 
happens now to be the MPLA. 

Initially there was that provisional 
government that was made up o'f all three 
factions, UNITA, the PNLA, and the 
MPLA. But the other two factions with- 
drew and so now the MPLA has total con- 
trol over thege funds. 

I only say to my friend that, if we have 
a policy which on its face is operating 
at such cross purposes as to allow, on the 
one hand, an American corporation to 
make those kind of payments to the 
faction that we are now supplying arms 
against, it really deserves some very 
special attention on the part of Con- 
gress before we make any arms avail- 
able. 

I say to my friend that, if we are going 
to make arms available, it ought to be 
clone through the route of the Foreign 
Military Assistance Act, and we ought to 
have the Committe on Foreign Relations 
go into it, as the Senator suggested ear- 
lier. We ought to have a clear definition 
of what American policy is, what Amer- 
ica’s interests are in Angola and other 
parts of Africa. We ought to have a clear 
understanding of what our State Depart- 
ment and CIA perceive to be the Soviet 
goals in Angola and in other parts of 
Africa and then make a decision based 
upon those facts. 

What very deeply concerns me from 
ray ovfrn private investigation — and these 
are conversations that I have had with 
members of the CIA and State Depart- 
ment officials, and conversations that my 
staff has had — is that there really does 
not seem to be any centrally controlling 
objective of American policy in An- 
gola. That is what I consider to be so 
dangerous. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I think we are mak- 
ing a central policy, and I am inclined 
to agree with it, but when we vote on 
the amendment of the Senator from Cal- 
ifornia I think we are making a central 
policy in this Congress for better or for 
worse, 

What we are saying is that no matter 
what happens, no matter what happens 
in Angola, it cannot be worth the risk of 
American Involvement, with American 
troops and American military equipment. 

Earlier today, and I cannot remember 
whether it was in closed or open session, 
but the information was not classified, 
we tried to determine if we knew what 
the Russian intentions are. We do not 
know. We have no idea what the Russian 
intentions are. 

We do not knbw if they plan to go in 
and wipe out the entire politic as they 
practically did in the Baltic countries 
and make it a Russian puppet populated 
by Russians. We do not know if they 
plan to put in half a million troops and 
hold the country by force against the 
will of the people or whether they are 
going to try to influence the govern- 


ment through economic and military 
aid and keep their own personnel out. 

We have to operate under the assump- 
tion they might do the worst, but we do 
not know. That is one. 

Second, we are saying if Russia wants 
to make the mistake, in our judgment, 
the mistake of holding Angola by force 
of sending in a half-million troops, and 
probably Russia could hold. Angola with 
a half-million troops, if Russia wants 
to make that mistake, Russia is prob- 
ably writing off the rest of black Africa, 
probably writing off most of any chance 
to subvert South America, because every 
nation would .very clearly see what Rus- 
sia had in mind and would have no truck 
with them, would have no dealing with 
them, and would probably make our job 
in terms of gaining allies infinitely 
easier. 

If Russia chooses not to do that, if 
Russia comes up with a hope and prayer 
and some material in hopes they can get 
a government that will be a Soviet-lean- 
ing government on every occasion, then 
I think they are mistaken. Nationalism 
is rampant. Angola is going to go the 
way it wants unless it is subjected and 
held down by literally Russian military 
personnel. If that is the case, if this even 
ends up being a Communist government 
but an independent Communist govern- 
ment we can deal with them. 

We dealt with Yugoslavia. We are 
dealing with China. We learned to deal 
with Communist governments around 
the world, including some of the Eastern 
European ones. Where Soviet troops have 
occupied them, the countries have en- 
deavored toward the West. That we can 
deal with. 

I would be surprised if Russia were to 
put massive troops into Angola and try 
to hold Angola on the basis of sheer brute 
force. But they might. 

It seems to me, therefore, that our pol- 
icy wisely says for better or for worse we 
are going to leave Angola to the An- 
golans. If Russia chooses to intervene, 
because we think our best interest cannot 
be served in any event by either trying 
to fight to keep the Russians out or in- 
volving ourselves, we think that what- 
ever Russia does in that case we will 
come out the winners. 

Is that a fair statement of where we 
are headed? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I think that is a fair 
statement as to where we are headed 
assuming that the Foreign Relations 
Committee in their consideration to the 
Foreign Military Assistance Act takes 
the same kind of action on that bill as we 
are taking on this bill. 

I cannot see any justification for an 
intervention by the United States in 
Angola. One of the things I should like 
to point out to the Senator from Oregon 
is that reports that have come to me 
indicate that in black Africa there are 
many leaders who are wondering why 
the United States is so quick to inter- 
vene in Africa, when we did not partici- 
pate in the U.N. debate and the various 
attempts to get resolutions through, 
condemning the racist policies of South 
Africa, Southwest Africa, and Southern 
Rhodesia. 

There is no doubt that the reason why 


we did npt participate in those debates 
in a meaningful way was that the United 
States has had a very special relation- 
ship with South Africa. We have many 
economic interests in South Africa. We 
have done a great deal of trade with 
South Africa. Much of our mineral sup- 
ply in this country comes from South 
Africa in an unprocessed form or proc- 
essed form as it is brought to this coun- 
try to maintain our high technology 
society. 

Yet, the leaders in black Africa are 
wondering why the United States is so 
quick to put up $60 million for war in 
Angola, when we would not participate 
in these U.N. resolutions and debates in 
connection with condemning racism in 
South Africa. 

Another point that I think is impor- 
tant is that for 2 years we have been 
cutting back on our economic aid to 
Africa — not just Africa, but other parts 
of the world as well. When we look at 
the kind of commitment we have made 
in the form of economic aid to black 
Africa and then look at the kind of 
money we would be willing to put in for 
military equipment in Angola — after the 
Russians came in or in a contemporane- 
ous fashion with our own efforts to sup- 
ply our military equipment — it is made 
clear to many Africans that the United 
States really has no interest in their] eco- 
nomic development, in the kind of so- 
ciety they are trying to restructure for 
themselves, the quality of life that they 
are going to have in the future, but that 
the United States is only interested in 
Africa as it relates to a defensive ploy 
to counteract any maneuvers that the 
Soviet Union has undertaken in Africa. 

It is of particular importance to look 
at this in the context of one statement 
that was made to me by a man who had 
spent many years in Nigeria. In the late 
1960’s, he was particularly friendly with 
one minister in the Nigerian Govern- 
ment, and this minister said — 

The only way we could Interest the ujnited 
States In Nigeria, to give us aid, is apparent- 
ly to invent a Communist party. 

In other words, at that particular point 
in time we were giving much more aid to 
Ghana, which looked as though it might 
slip into the Communist fold. So we were 
prepared to put money into Ghana, but 
we were not willing to do anything for 
Nigeria, which was considered our friend 
and safe. 

So this rather pathetic statement was 
made by a minister in Nigeria: 

The only way we can get aid from the 
United States, apparently, is to Invent a 
Communist party, and then maybe they 
will give us some aid. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
think there is a consequence to Russia’s 
actions, and it is negative to them. To- 
day we heard how Russia, with brute 
force, tramped into Hungary and Czech- 
oslovakia and did not care about world 
opinion. What that probably cost them 
was control over all 'of the Communist 
parties in Western Europe. Today, if the 
Communists were to win an election in 
Italy, it would not be a Russian Commu- 
nist party, because they have seen the 
brutality of Russia. Russia knew that 
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when they chose to choke off Czechoslo- 
vakia and Hungary, arid that is a de- 
cision they made, If they choose to go 
into Angola with force, they are going 
to lose more than they will ever gain. 
They will be able' to hold Angola, but 
they will lose the rest of the area. 

Assuming that this amendment , is 
adopted and similar language out of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, our policy 
will be that, henceforth, American policy 
toward Africa will be nonmilitary in- 
volvement, regardless of detente, regard- 
less of the actions of other nations. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I concur with the Sena- 
tor’s conclusion. That, is about as suc- 
cinct an expression of what this amend- 
ment is as I have heard on the floor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from North Carolina without 
losing my right to the floor, that any 
resumption by me not be considered a 
second speech, and that urider no cir- 
cumstances I lose my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho. Mr. President, the 
Tunney amendment presents us with an 
unacceptable choice. On the one hand 
the distinguished Senator from Califor- 
nia is asking us to stop the executive 
branch from giving any military assist- 
ance directly, or indirectly, to strife- 
torn Angola; while on the other hand 
the executive branch proposes to use 
funds in this appropriation bill to provide 
Angola with at least $60 million in mili- 
tary aid. We are asked to vote for either 
one or tire other. It is clear that the 
Soviet Uniop has made a major thrust 
in Angola, providing top-quality weap- 
ons and an undetermined number of 
Soviet. personnel to assist the MPLA. It 
is also clear that Castro has sent 4,000 
trained Cuban troops to fight on the 
Comiriunist side. 

Thus, on the one hand, if we vote 
with the distinguished, Senator from 
California, we seem to be saying that the 
executive branch has no authority what- 
soever to respond to threats of violence 
outside the United States, no authority 
to take steps to throw 'up barriers to the 
spread of communism through force, un- 
less approved In advance by the Con- 
gress of the United States. But on the 
other hand, if we vote against the Tun- 
ney amendment, we seem to be giving a 
Vote of approval to the way in which 
the executive branch is conducting its 
policies. If the issue had not been forced 
here today, there would have been no 
implication that the Senate had partici- 
pated in approving or disapproving our 
policies in Angola. 

Unfortunately, the issue has been 
forced. It is within the purview of the 
executive branch to conduct foreign pol- 
icy on a day-to-day basis. We have tradi- 
tionally given the executive branch dis- 
cretionary funds for the conduct of for- 
eign policy, and they have been used in 
the conduct of policies such as have been 
followed in Angola, Let it be clear that 
the United States has not entered into a 
war in Angola. We have supplied arms, 
but we have not put troops or advisers 


into Angola. The scope of the war powers 
Is not under consideration here. What is 
happening here is an effort to force the 
issue of covert action before the Senate 
Select Committee „ on Intelligence has 
completed its work and made its recom- 
mendations, and before any consensus 
has been reached in this, body about the 
nature and purpose of that kind of 
activity. 

But now that the issue has been 
forced, there is no way to run away 
from it. It is a very difficult choice to 
make for someone who believes that this 
Nation desperately needs to resume a 
world- leadership position, and to defend 
our traditional values of human rights, 
private property, and spiritual freedom 
against the advance of communism. 
When communism uses naked force and 
internal subversion to conquer an in- 
creasing proportion of the earth’s terri- 
tory and subjugate the people who are 
unfortunate enough to live in the con- 
quered territories, it is our proper role 
to work to restore freedom to those areas. 
Frankly, we cannot say that :it is none of 
our concern. As the proportion of the 
global scope of activity is narrowed, the 
choices that we, as a Nation, can make 
grow fewer and fewer, and eventually 
we will be so restricted that, our inde- 
pendence as a nation — and the freedom 
that independence guarantees us — will be 
in jeopardy. 

But is the choice as simple as it seems? 
Must we abandon our role as the leader 
of the free nations — as is implied hr 
the amendment of the Senator from 
California? Are we voting here for a 
choice between freedom and communism 
for Angola? By no means. 

If we adopt the amendment of the dis- 
tinguished Senator, we force the execu- 
tive branch to do nothing at all. But by 
doing so, do we deliver Angola into the 
hands of the Communists? Given the 
measure of Soviet determination dis- 
played here, it is most likely that Angola 
will fall into the hands of the Commu- 
nists, with all. that such a collapse im- 
plies: The deliverance of the Angolan 
peoples into a Stalinist terror, the loss 
of mineral resources that can help sus- 
tain the freedom of the West, a base from 
which Soviet forces can threaten South 
Atlantic shipping lanes and project guer- 
rillas over the border into the territory 
of South West Africa, 

But if we reject the Tunney amend- 
ment, what do we get? The word is out. 
The millions of dollars which the admin- 
istration is throwing into Angola are not 
for the deliverance of the people there 
or for the securing of the territory from 
Communist domination. The millions of 
dollars are for securing another “nego- 
tiated settlement.” The State Depart- 
ment has, in effect, admitted that this 
is the case. Indeed, it appears that some 
spokesmen for this point of view thought 
that they were putting forth a strong 
card in bidding for a "negotiated 
settlement.” 

The Senator from North Carolina 
wishes to say that he will never be part 
of any negotiated settlement. We have 
seen these negotiated settlements stale- 
mated in Korea, imposed with indiffer- 
ence in Laos, and thrust brutally upon 


Vietnam. Is there anyone in this Cham- 
ber or in the cloakrooms or in the offices 
in the Dirksen or Russell building who 
does not believe that a “negotiated settle- 
inent” is negotiated surrender? Have we 
not learned the lesson of what happened 
in Vietnam? Do we not realize that the 
negotiating process for the Communists 
is simply' a method to entrench their 
positions more firmly? Do we not recall 
how the Vietnam settlement left the 
Communist troops firmly in control of 
their enclaves in South Vietnam, and left 
them loopholes for resupply of those 
troops? Do we not remember what a de- 
moralizing effect the “settlement” had 
upon South Vietnam as a nation? 

I ask whether any Senator thinks that 
the Cuban troops would be removed from 
Angola under such a negotiated settle- 
ment, and whether the Soviets would 
withdraw their supplies and personnel? 
After the experience which this Nation 
has had under the negotiations conduct- 
ed by Dr. Kissinger in the past, no one 
could say with assurance that the Soviets 
would withdraw, or would give up any of 
the advantages they now hold, Indeed, I 
can say right now that to press for such 
key concessions would bring charges that 
such firmness would threaten the “deli- 
cate state of detente. I can hear it now. 
I can hear the wails that we might even 
endanger the SALT II negotiation. I say, 
Mr. President, “So what?” 

Mr. President, the sad fact is that it 
is better to pull out at once, than to 
enter into a protracted negotiation lead- 
ing to the ultimate takeover of Angola by 
the Communists in any case. The Tunney 
amendments— which I do not like; I wish 
it had never been submitted — ia never- 
theless offering us the choice of outright 
abandonment of our responsibilities or a 
negotiated abandonment of our respons- 
ibilities. That has been made clear in the 
closed sessions of the Senate, yesterday 
and today. The first is quick and cheap; 
that is the Tunney amendment. The 
second is long, protracted, painful, 
and expensive. Both arrive at the same 
ultimate end. 

The comparison of Angola to Viet- 
nam is valid only because we are de- 
liberately making it another Vietnam. 
What makes it a Vietnam are the restric- 
tions, the obstructionism, and painful 
trap of negotiations. Do we not remember 
that in both Korea and in Vietnam we 
had more casualty losses after the 
negotiations began than before? Viet- 
namization is a state of mind which pre- 
sents us with immoral choices. Those are 
the choices offered us here today by the 
Tunney amendment. 

The Senator from North Carolina will 
not be taken down that path. I am pres- 
ently inclined — oh, so reluctantly, Mr. 
President — to vote for the Tunney 
amendment in order to let it be known 
that I will have no part of wasting money 
when the goal is to negotiate a settle- 
ment of the type which has always left 
the Communists in place, and given them 
a base for imperialistic expansion. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Will the Senator 
yield for a question ? 

Mr. HELMS. I am delighted to yield. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Senator men- 
tioned our responsibility in Angola. What 


Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP77M00144R0004001 0001 8-1 



VeLr 18 , i 97 A / provedF « M ^ Ma 1 mca ^%^^ R00M001 '’ 0018 - 1 S 22797 


is our obligation? What are our responsi- 
bilities to Angola? 

Mr. HEL MS . I am going to address 
mvseli to that if the Senator will allow 
me to complete my remarks. Then I shall 
be delighted to discuss it further with 

hl Mr. President, the administration does 
not need to sit on its hands. Theie is a 
very simple way to get the Communists 
out of Angola without getting us Involved 
there at all. The best way is to go to 
where the decisions are made. The de- 
cisions are not made in Angola; they are 
made in Moscow. The Soviet thrust is a 
major new policy decision of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union. Never before have the 
Soviets shipped new armaments of a high 
Quality to client groups outside of the 
Soviet empire, or its traditional area of 
influence. Arms were sent for cash to 
the Middle East, aiid technicians, but the 
thrust In the Middle East has been a 
traditional goal of Soviet policy. More 
often, the arms sent to client states have 
been used junk of no particular value. 
But the arms sent' to Angola with no 
payment asked, and the presence of hun- 
dreds of Soviet personnel, are an entirely 
new development, based upon a hew 
worldwide strategy oil the part of the 
Communists. It is also indicative of the 
Soviet military effort that for the first 
time their arms 'production is sufficient 
to support such 'Shipments. No one can 
claim that the Soviet presence In Angola 
is accidental, or a spur of the moment 
decision. It is a long, calculated plan 
which has been in operation for a long 
time, and which threatens the peace and 
stability of every free nation on earth. 

But does our administration see this? 

I think not. Tire Secretary of State Is 
still inflexibly committed to detente and, 
to this date, I know of ho one Who can 
satisfactorily define the word “detente.” 
The President Is committed to detente, 
and the President recently got rid of the 
single voice for reason and prudence in 
his Cabinet fn this regard, Secretary 
Schlesinger. The President and the Sec- 
retary of State go to China for no ap- 
parent purpose and with no apparent 
result. They are planning to go to the 
Soviet Union as soon as the SALT II 
details are Worked out, and we are told 
that we must not disturb such delicate 
negotiations. ~ . ’ , 

More and more It is becoming evident 
that detente Is nothing other than a 
name' for a protracted period filled with 
negotiated settlements of many kinds. 
The overall impact of dCtente is the same 
as the individual Impact of each negoti- 
ation process, and that Is, to put it 
bluntly, surrender. Detente is the ration- 
alization of surrender just as our nego- 
tiations have been a protracted process 
of confirming the Communists in posi- 
tions of strength in various places 
around the world. 

So I say, Mr. President, let us go to 
_ Moscow not to Angola. This Senator says 
no more wheat deals with the Commu- 
nists, no more trade agreements, no more 
tax concessions of the kind we approved 
just the other day until the Soviets make 
some concessions. We do not have to 
finance and supply the deficiencies of the 


Communist system. We do not have to 
allow them to divert consumer produc- 
tion into tanks, and farm machinery 
production into weapons manufacture. 

Why is it that the Communists do not 
have tractors to get in their harvest 
when, at the very same time, they are 
able to produce guns and rockets for this 
Angolan adventure? That Is where you 
get down to the nitty-gritty. 

If we want the Cuban Communist 
troops out of Angola, Mr. President — 
and here I will begin to comment on 
the question raised by my friend from 
Oregon — if we want the Communist 
troops out of Angola, let us go to Mos- 
cow and have Moscow send a message to 
Havana. Better yet, let us send a message 
to Havana ourselves. Let Havana order 
the Cuban troops home and, while we 
are at it, tell Havana to send back to 
the Soviet Union those Echo class nu- 
clear submarines based in Cuban ports 
and armed with 500-mile nuclear cruise 
missiles 

Why on earth should the captive Cuban 
people fight in Angola at the Soviet 
whim? Why should the Cuban people al- 
low themselves to be used as shock troops 
for what is clearly the Soviet grand 
design in Angola? . 

I think, Mr. President, the United 
States should call upon the people of 
Cuba to rise up against the Soviet’s cyn- 
ical use of their young sons in this 
grand design and to throw off the dicta- 
tor who has handed over the Cuban 
youth for such purposes. 

But, do we do so? No. Our policy has 
been to encourage the resumption of nor- 
mal relations, so-called, with the Com- 
munist tyrant in Cuba, and there you go. 
This is the fault of this whole question 
that is before us today. Are we really 
against communism? Do we really con- 
sider it a threat to liberty in the world? 
How much longer, how many more times, 
will we surrender to It in the name of 
detente or in the name of “negotiated 
settlements”? 

With reference to normalized relations 
with Cuba that we hear so much about, 
our diplomats worked hard at the Organ- 
ization of American States meeting last 
July to give the air of legltimsicy to the 
Castro regime. It bordered on the nau- 
seating, Mr. President, to observe what 
went on. In the name of detente we 
worked against the interests of our sister 
American States such as Uruguay, Chile, 
and Argentina, whose internal order has 
been disrupted by the export of Cuban- 
trained revolutionaries throughout South 
America. 

What is our answer? Detente. I will 
wager that not one citizen out of a hun- 
dred in America can give a serious and 
secure definition of the word. 

Even our own security is threatened in 
the major cities of this land by the Cas- 
tro-backed Puerto Rican terrorist move- 
ment while anti-Castro leaders are as- 
sassinated right here in the United States 
itself. 

So that is why, Mr. President, I am 
fed up with negotiated settlements. I am 
fed up with the United States never quite 
saying what it means about communism, 
stalemates, coalition governments, and I 
think the American people are tired of 


salami-sliced surrender carrying the in- 
evitable enormous price tag. 

I think the taxpayers axe sick of sub- 
sidizing Secretary Kissinger’s mistakes. 

If the United States Is not seeking to win 
then I think we should not enter into a 
protected conflict where there Is no In- 
tent to win. 

I suggest again that the Tunney 
amendment, bad as It Is, at least has the 
virtue of giving the administration a 
striking opportunity to reject mistaken 
policies of surrender and adopt a clear 
anti- Communist stance in the world. 

Sooner or later we are going to have 
to do it, unless later or sooner we decide 
to surrender, period. 

Now, the way to peace in Angola Is to 
get the Soviets and the Cubans out of 
there. The way to do that is to get tough 
with this thing called detente— whatever 
it is. 

No negotiation, not even a SALT nego- 
tiation, is important if it allows the So- 
viets to take the world, piece by piece. 

I do not think there is a Senator in this 
body who will deny that that is precisely 
what has been going on. 

I hope that whatever else the Senate 
may do at this time and in connection 
with this matter, we will at least en- 
deavor to make sure that the American 
people understand what is at stake. 

In that sense, Angola, aside from its 
mineral value, the shipping lanes ques- 
tion and all the rest, is a symbol and it 
is an opportunity. 

I promised to yield to the Senator 
for a question. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. No more than the 
Senator from North Carolina do I trust 
the Russians. I think they lie, cheat, and 
steal and that their sole foreign policy 
is based upon what is in their interest, 
not that they like us or love us. I would 
like to think our foreign policy would be 
based upon what is good for us. 

Mr. HEIMS. Does the Senator believe 
that is the case? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I think we delude 
ourselves on occasion. 

I am not a great supporter of detente. 
I think from time to time there can be 
things Russia and the United States 
agree on, that happen to be in our mutual 
interest. But we should realize then that 
each nation agrees upon it and we should 
not think it is because we love each other. 

But as for Angola, forgetting detente 
for a moment because I am not sure it 
is ever going to work, what should be our 
obligation toward Angola? 

Mr. HELMS. I will answer the Senator, 
as I tried to say in my statement, my 
concern is for the interest of the United 
States. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Right. 

Mr. THURMOND. I wish to thank the 
able, distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina. 

Some people have criticized the United 
States’ role in Africa, but, as a matter of 
fact, the United States does not have 
-any bases iri Africa, does it? 

Mr. HELMS. No. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the 
Soviets have a naval and air base in Ber- 
bera and Somalia with about 1,000 mili- 
tary personnel there? 


Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP77M00144R0004001 0001 8-1 



S 22798 Approved For Rel 


M00144R0004001 00018-1 

-SENATE Dec 


y- 


ecember 18, 1975 


Mr. HELMS. That Is my under- 
standing. 

Mr. THURMOND. On the east coast 
of Africa? 

Mr. HELMS. That is my under- 
standing, 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true also, 
that the Soviets are in Mozambique by 
giving arms and seeking bases there on 
the east coast of Africa? 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the 
Soviets are aware their naval facilities on 
Guinea on the west coast of Africa pa- 
trol the sea lanes off the west coast, of 
ships and planes? 

Mr. HELMS. That is the understand- 
ing of the Senator from North Carolina, 
Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
the Soviets have assigned about 2,000 
military advisors to African nations 
seeking influence, bases or both? 

Mr. HELMS. My understanding is 
■identical to that of the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

I would ask the Senator if he would 
estimate what percentage of the Ameri- 
can people understand the facts he is so 
eloquentl y br inging out by his questions? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am not too sure 
that the American people understand 
these things because for some unknown 
reason, so much of the press do not bring 
out these facts when it seems to affect 
the Soviet Union. 

I have never understood why some of 
the media take the position they do. 
With anything against the United States, 
it seems they are right there, Johnny on 
the spot. 

How, is it not true that the Soviets and 
their socialist allies in Africa were in- 
strumental ; in getting only 16 of the 46 
states in the Organization for African 
Unity to recognize the pro-Soviet MPLA 
faction? 

Mr. HELMS. That is my understand- 
ing. 

Mr. THURMOND. Showing that out of 
46 countries in Africa, only 16, through 
prodded by the Soviets, were only able 
to induce 16 to recognize the MPLA fac- 
tion as the government in Angola? 

Mr. HELMS. That is factually in ac- 
cordance wjth my understanding. 

^ Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
the Soviets were behind the U.S. ex- 
pulsion from the Tripoli Air Base in 
Libya a few years ago? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
the Soviets armed and urged Egypt to 
launch an attack to regain the Sinai? 
Mr. HELMS. No question abou out. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not also true 
that the Soviets have sent in the past 10 
years about $400 million worth of mili- 
tary equipment to 10 black African 
countries, including Migs and t anks ? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is absolutely 
correct, and that raises a question, the 
inescapable question of why. 

So they could take over the continent. 
Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
since 1974, Soviet military aid has gone 
to Nigeria, Congo, Uganda, Mali, Tan- 
zania, Zambia, Equatorial Gulena, and 
the Central African Republic? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator did say mili- 
tary aid, did he not? 


Mr. THURMOND. That is right. 

Mr. HELMS, I draw the distinction be- 
cause that is the kind of aid the Soviet 
Union gives in an effort to line up and 
take over, and that is exactly, as the Sen- 
ator so eloquently emphasizes, what they 
have in mind in this case. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
the Soviets and Cubans have been train- 
ing MPLA military representatives, esti- 
mated to be about 2,000, in Cuba and 
Russia since the late 1960’s? 

Mr. HELMS. That is my understand- 
ing. I would say to the Senator that 
earlier this year I visited some South 
American countries and Castro-trained 
terrorists are all over. They are being 
sent out not only in South America, but, 
as is so demonstrable in this case, in 
Angola. It will happen throughout the 
world in increasing intensity. 

The Senator is exactly right. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the 
Soviets have transported between 5,000 
and 6,000 Cuban soldiers, mostly blacks, 
to fight with the MPLA and provided 
them with heavy equipment, much more 
deadly than the light equipment provided 
by the United States to the other side? 

Mr. HELMS. That information has 
been completely verified. I would say 
to the Senator. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the 
Soviets have sent about 400 military ad- 
visers to assist the MPLA? 

Mr. HELMS. That, too, is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
only limited aid from the United States, 
mainly some small arms, has been sent 
in response to the heavy Soviet military 
aid? 

Mr. HELMS. That is the understand- 
ing of the Senator from North Carolina, 
yes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not further 
true that the United States aid has not 
been direct, but transported mostly in 
commercial carriers through third coun- 
tries such as Zaire and Zambia? 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. In other words, we 
have not sent planes over there, we have 
not sent tankers over there, we have not 
sent tanks and heavy equipment, such 
as the Soviets have sent to the MPLA. 

Is it true that intelligence believes the 
Soviet interest in Angola is to acquire 
use of the deepwater ports, the airfields, 
and to monitor the passing ships? 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct, as a pre- 
lude to taking over the entire country. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it the policy of 
the United States to favor a negotiated 
settlement between all three factions in 
the hope that what we have sent, or the 
little aid that we may send, will create 
a deadlock, thus forcing a negotiated 
settlement? Is that the real purpose of 
our Government so far? 

Mr. HELMS. Here is where it gets 
sticky in the understanding of the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. It depends 
on where we go with our negotiated set- 
tlements. If we settle on the Communist 
terms, we are repeating the folly of the 
past. I am hopeful, as the Senator has 
stated, that if a negotiated settlement is 
chieved, it will be done sensibly and in 
the best interest of containing and re- 
straining the advance of communism in 
Africa. 


Mr. THURMOND. Someone says that 
we are getting involved over there. It 
has been clearly stated by the admin- 
istration, even on November 23 by Dr. 
Kissinger, Secretary of State, that the 
United States will not intervene mili- 
tarily in Angola, has it not? 

Mr. HELMS. I understand that is what 
Dr. Kissinger said. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it true that, by 
taking the position it has with regard to 
Angola, the Soviets have proven again 
that they are ready to foster violence 
in pursuit of their aims? 

Mr. HELMS. I believe that is correct. 
Mr. THURMOND. Is it true that the 
use of Cuban troops, Soviet advisers and 
heavy military equipment far exceeds any 
U.S. aid to the Angolan faction? 

Mr. HELMS. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is is true that con- 
tinued U.S. aid, tied to a prohibition on 
any U.S. personnel involvement, might 
force the Soviets to back off long enough 
to bring about a negotiated settlement? 
I realize on that question there 1s a dif- 
ference of opinion, but that is the hope 
of our Government in the matter, I 
believe. 

Mr. HELMS. It is a hope, I say to the 
distinguished Senator, that I am afraid 
is tissue thin. 

As I said in my earlier remarks, it is 
my hope that there will be an under- 
standing on the part of our leaders that 
we have to deal with the Communists in 
a fashion that will preclude a continua- 
tion of our giving them everything they 
want and their proceeding to do what- 
ever they want to do. That is the way 
detente has worked up to now, insofar 
as the Senator from North Carolina is 
concerned. 

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator 
feel that detente is not worth the paper 
on which it is written unless one has the 
power to back it? 

Mr. HELMS. And the will and the 
courage, I would say. 

Mr. THURMOND. One has to have the 
power and the will to use the power. 

Mr. HELMS. Exactly. 

Mr. THURMOND. Otherwise, detente 
is of no value. 

Mr. HELMS. Detente can be equated to 
surrender without the qualities which the 
Senator has stated. 

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator 
feel that the time has come in this time 
of history, in this time in which we are 
living, that the United States should take 
the stand with regard to the Soviet 
Union that, “If you do not get out of 
Angola, and if you do not quit interven- 
ing in the affairs of other countries of 
the world, we are going to quit trading 
with you. We are not going to sell you 
grain, even though it might be to the 
advantage of the farmers of America, We 
are not going to sell you many other 
things which would be of benefit to your 
people in the way of comforts or even 
luxuries. In other words, unless you 
abandon your goal of world aggression 
and intent to take over other countries, 
we will not carry on business with you.” 

Furthermore, would it even be wise to 
cancel diplomatic relations if they can- 
not work with us on an equal basis? 

Mr. HELMS. I say to the Senator that 
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it is the impression of the Senator from 
North Carolina that it is dangerous to 
pat a rattlesnake on the head. That is 
precisely what we have been doing. We 
have been acceding to the Communists 
and the Soviet Union for all of these 
years. We have protracted the negotia- 
tions. We have, in the end without fail, 
yielded on their'terms. I say that is a bad 
way to conduct foreign policy, if indeed 
it can be called foreign policy. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it true that as 
long as we attempt to placate and ap- 
pease the Communists, the more they are 
going to ask, the more they are going to 
demand, and the harder it is going to be 
for us to live in the same world with 
them? 

Mr HELMS. Not only that, I would say 
to the Senator, but in the meantime 
they are growing stronger. They are 
growing stronger with material assists 
from us, as in the case of wheat, in the 
case: of the truck factories, in the case of 

t il sorts of' arrangements which have 
een made through the years which, in 
the judgment of the Senator from North 
Carolina, were totally unwise and un- 
justified. „ _ . 

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senatoi, 
for Instance, go back to 1962 when Pres- 
ident Kennedy agreed to sell the Soviets 
wheat? We not only sold them wheat 
which would enable them to keep more 
men in their missile factories and gun 
plants, but also we guaranteed repay- 
ment to the bankers that loaned the 
Soviets the money to buy the wheat. 

Mr HELMS Tire Senator is correct. 
Mr THURMOND. Does that make 
sense? Is that helping to build up the 
Soviet Government and keep its 200 mil- 
lion people under their control? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is absolutely 

correct. . , 

Mr. THURMOND. If people got hun- 
gry over there, they would rise up in a 
revolt, would they not? 

Mr. HELMS. Or they would start grow- 
ing their own wheat and building their 
own appliances-. 

Mr. THURMOND. And they would not 
be building munitions to such an extent. 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. That is 
all the Senator from North Carolina has 
ever contended. Nobody would more wel- 
come peace in the world and complete 
accord with everybody than the Senator 
from North Carolina. But that is not 
what we are moving to. We are moving 
toward absolute totalitarianism in the 
world, and it is being done under the 
screen of detente and negotiated settle- 
ments, and, I might add, complete mis- 
representation of so many situations. 

I daresay to the Senator that only a 
small percentage of the American people 
understand really what happened in 
Vietnam, the no-win war that the Sena- 
tor is so familiar with, and all of the 
tragedies that grew out of that. But I 
think we have to confront the inevitable : 
are wfc opposed to tyranny? Are we op- 
posed to communism? Do we really un- 
derstand what it is? And then the ques- 
tion, Do we have the courage to stand up 
to it? That is the question I believe which 
is raised by the Tunney amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it true that if this 
country had enforced the Paris agree- 


ment with regard to Vietnam, which we 
probably could have done by using the 
Air Force for 1 or 2 days to let them 
know we meant business,- South Vietnam 
would be a free nation today? 

Mr. HELMS. I do not believe there is 
any question about it. I have talked with 
so many friends who were in Vietnam, as 
I know the Senator has-— and he, far 
more than I, as a matter of fact — who 
have told me of the frustration they felt 
in not being allowed to win a war they 
could have won. Yet the American people 
have been given an impression of Viet- 
nam that is just not accurate. 

They ought to ask some of the people 
who were there. We should have won it. 
Communism could have been contained 
and restrained, but it was not done. 

Mr. THURMOND. And is if not true 
we could have won the war in Korea, but 
had a stalemate? 

Mr. HELMS. No question about it. 

Mr. THURMOND. That was the first 
war this country never won. 

Mr. HELMS. No question about it. 

Mr. THURMOND. And is not not true 
that we had the Vietnam war as a 
consequence? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is absolutely 
correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. And there we spent 
over $150 billion, had 50,000 men killed 
and over 300,000 wounded, and then 
turned tail and ran, so to speak? 

Mr. HELMS. And we departed from 
Vietnam with all of the concessions in 
favor of the Communists. Their troops 
were allowed to stay in the South, and 
it is no wonder that Vietnam fell. All of 
the concessions were given to the Com- 
munists, and none to the people of South 
Vietnam. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is not the Senator 
of the opinion that the United States 
should not go to war unless we have to, 
but once we go to a war we ought to 
put all the power we have into it, air 
power, sea power, ground power, artil- 
lery power, all the power we have, to 
win it, get out, and get through; and we 
stayed in Vietnam 10 years and never 
did that, did we? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is correct; 
we did not. 

Mr. THURMOND. And does the Sena- 
tor not think that is one reason the peo- 
ple of this country now feel as they do 
toward the whole situation existing 
throughout the world? 

Mr HELMS. The people of this coun- 
try have lost faith in so many of their 
institutions because they have seen prin- 
ciples eroded and even destroyed. 

Mr. THURMOND. They have seen ex- 
pediency control instead of principle, 
have they not? 

Mr. HELMS. I am sad to say the 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. I commend the able 
Senator from North Carolina. I just wish 
we had a whole Congress, Senate and 
House of Representatives, who had the 
vision, the ability, and the integrity that 
he does, who could understand this world 
situation and would be willing to grapple 
with it as he does. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator for 
his generous remarks, and I assure him 
they are reciprocated threefold. 


Mr. President, is the Senator from 
North Carolina correct in his impression 
that he holds the floor as a result of a 
unanimous-consent agreement obtained 
by the distinguished Senator from Idaho, 
which stipulated that under no circum- 
stances would the Senator from Idaho 
lose his right to the floor by yielding to 
me? Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Huddleston) . The Chair is advised the 
Senator is correct. , . _ , 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I ask 
unanimous consent that, with the right 
of the Senator from Idaho protected as 
stipulated in that unanimous-consent 
agreement, I be permitted to yield to my 
distinguished colleague from North 
Carolina (Mr. Morgan). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORGAN. I thank my distin- 
guished colleague from North Carolina. 

Mr. President, I wanted to take this 
opportunity to make some observations 
concerning the matter that is before the 
Senate, and also to repeat some observa- 
tions that I had made recently concern- 
ing our foreign policy. 

While I think sometimes we are at- 
tempting to conduct the foreign policy 
of this country for and on behalf of the 
President rather than by consulting and 
advising with the President, I do believe 
that the debate today has been as infor- 
mative and helpful as any debate that 
I have heard on foreign policy since I 
have been in the Senate. 

I was especially pleased this morning 
to hear the very enlightened discussion 
by the distinguished Senator from Illi- 
nois (Mr. Stevenson) , and I think per- 
haps his point of view might be a satis- 
factory solution to the question that is 
before us. 

Mr. President, I believe this: Notwith- 
standing all of the oratorv and the de- 
bate, the problem facing us when we 
turn to foreign policy is, in my opinion, 
very easy to define. There are only a 
small number of alternatives involved. 

We can take up the call of Isolationism, 
pull back our initiatives, and ignore the 
world. As the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. McGovern) . pointed 
out with a quotation from a news colum- 
nist this morning, if we lost Angola “We 
still have the Atlantic Ocean between 
us.” 

As he read that ouotation to the Sen- 
ate, I thought it rather ironic that I had 
in mv pocket at that time a quotation 
frm the January 22, 19?9. Congressional 
Record, that I had copied this morning. 
It was a similar statement bv a very dis- 
tinguished and able former U.S. Senator. 

It referred, of course, to the debate 
then involving our rendering of aid and 
assistance to our European allies after 
Hitler had taken several countries in 
Europe. So it, too, involved a debate on 
foreign policy. 

In essence, this is wh*t that distin- 
guished Senator had to sav: 

TTie United States need not and shall not 
be involved. We have an isolated location, 
and it is still isolated in spite of all of the 
improvements in air transportation. 


That was as late as January 22, 1939. 
But, Mr. President we found later that 
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we were not as isolated as that distin- 
guished Senator had thought on that day 
in 1939, And I would suggest that we are 
not as isolated today as the quotation by 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota this morning would tend to in- 
dicate. 

In other words, if we take up the call 
of isolationism, we can turn the world 
over to the Communists, for both the 
Soviet Union and China are expansionist 
nations. Each wants to expand as far as 
possible its sphere of influence. Russia’s 
domination of Eastern Europe and 
China’s domination of eastern Asia are 
today almost accomplished facts. Only a 
pitiful few nations in both parts of the 
world have been able to maintain their 
independence, and even they are in con- 
stant jeopardy. 

Tire Soviet Union and China have no 
compunction about aiding Communist 
movements throughout the world. And 
original although my remarks were pre- 
pared 2 of 3 months ago, Mr. President, 
I thought it interesting to note that in 
the debate this morning it was pointed 
out that when the Belgians granted inde- 
pendence to the Congo, the Russians 
were Just as quick to move in then as 
they have been in Angola now. 

It was pointed out this morning by the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
(Mr. JaviIjS) , a very able man, that the 
Russians were kicked out of the Congo. 
If my knowledge of history and my recol- 
lection of recent events and investiga- 
tions by the Church committee serve me 
correctly, I rather suspect that the rea- 
son why the Russians were kicked out of 
the Congo was largely the covert action 
of our Government in the support and 
encouragement given to that govern- 
ment.. . 

So I am not so sure that, if the Soviet 
.Union decides to maintain its position in 
Angola and we do abandon it, the people 
of that nation ' will be able to rid them- 
selves of the Sqviet influence alone. 

. I doubt that any nation in Africa has 
removed that influence without some en- 
couragement and assistance from those 
who stand and resist the expansionist 
programs of the Communist nations. 

If we should' choose in this country to 
abandon democratic movements in the 
third world, the Communist movements 
are sure to succeed. As a matter of fact, 
these Communist countries are always 
ready to oppose any movement in the 
world that seems sympathetic to the 
Western ideals of freedom. 

Angola is now the most obvious ex- 
ample. There we already have heard 
what the Soviet, Union has done to 
foment strife and trouble and to domi- 
nate at least 30 percent of the population 
of that country as the Portuguese have 
moved out. 

Communists, are indeed persistent ad- 
versaries and, if we should choose isola- 
tionism as a policy, these adversaries will 
quickly move into any vacuum our isola- 
tionism creates. 

Of course, isolationism is an extreme 
position. Its other extreme is antagonism. 
At times we Americans have also, adopted 
this policy. We did it at the coldest part 
of the cold war. We opposed almost every 
move or every initiative of the Soviet 


Union and the Chinese. In large part our 
efforts were mostly and highly success- 
ful. Our efforts maintained the freedom 
of Greece, Italy, Turkey, West Berlin, 
and South Korea, among others. 

We heard discussed in the secret ses- 
sion ways in which we helped these coun- 
tries maintain their freedom. 

I suggest to the Senate and to my col- 
leagues everywhere that had our actions 
in Italy after World War II been made 
public before they took place they would 
have been totally ineffective and that 
country would have succumbed to com- 
munism shortly after World War II. 

But this policy also got us into two land 
wars in Asia. As we all know, one was 
fought to an inconclusive result and the 
other was lost entirely. 

It was this extreme position and the 
difficulties we were having making it work 
that has led, I believe, to the strained 
isolationism that we now find in our so- 
ciety today. Unfortunately, one failure 
seems to erase all of our successes. Hav- 
ing been bitten by one dog, so to speak, 
we now refuse to approach any other. 

We seem willing to abandon even 
longstanding commitments. Our oppo- 
nents are not so shallow. Defeats do not 
deter their initiatives. To them any op- 
portunity is an opportunity for success. 
That they have often failed is not a de- 
terrent. Failure to them is but a tempo- 
rary setback. To us it seems to be the 
end. 

It is inconceivable to me that we should 
withdraw so completely. It seems incon- 
ceivable to me that we should have so 
little faith in the ability of our ideas. We 
made this Nation into a model of freedom 
and prosperity. Do we now feel that our 
position is too weak to propagate? Do 
we now feel “that others cannot benefit 
from the freedoms which have been ours 
to enjoy? Why are we willing to surrender 
them to Communist totalitarianism? 

It seems to me that some in our society 
may be panicking. I suggest, Mr. Presi- 
dent, our pride in this country has suf- 
fered more than our position. 

We are still the most powerful Nation 
in the world. Whether we want it or not, 
the position of leadership in the world 
has been thrust upon this Nation. 

I have heard today in the Chamber of 
this Senate the suggestion that, if the 
freedom of Angola is so important, why 
do we not call upon our NATO allies to 
carry the burden of maintaining and 
bringing freedom there? 

I say, Mr. President, I would feel much 
better about it if our good friends in 
Western Europe were to assume more of 
a role of leadership in protecting free- 
dom around the world. But because they 
fall to carry their part of the burden, 
are we also going to fail in the role of 
leadership that has been thrust upon us 
by the high ideas that we 'believe in and 
the success that has been ours? 

How I remember, Mr. President, the 
words of that young dynamic new Pres- 
ident, John F. Kennedy, as I stood here 
in the snow in 1961 and listened to his 
inaugural address and heard him say 
words to this effect. I do not remember 
them verbatim and I do not have them 
here, but it was something to this effect: 


Let every nation know, whether it wishes 
us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, 
bear any burden, meet any hardship, sup- 
port any friend, oppose any foe, In order to 
assure the survival and the success of liberty. 

Have we in this country forgotten 
those great principles to which we com- 
mitted ourselves on that cold January 
day here in 1961? 

Because we badly handled our last con- 
frontation in Vietnam, are we now to say 
that we no longer will offer encourage- 
ment and aid to those who have the cour- 
age and the stamina to stand up and 
resist Communist aggression and expan- 
sionism wherever it is to be found in the 
world? 

I say that there is no reason for free- 
dom-loving Americans to abandon the 
Third World totalitarianism, for if we 
do we are not only isolationists, we shall 
find ourselves isolated. 

So what alternative remains? If we are 
to be neither isolationists nor all-out 
antagonist, where can we stand? The 
answer obviously is somewhere between 
the two. The trouble with being all-out 
antagonist is that each confrontation 
brings the world to the brink of a nuclear 
war, and no person In his right mind 
can countenance that possibility. 

So I think, Mr. President, that detente 
with great powers seems inevitable. I like 
to think of detente as meaning the im- 
provement of our relations with other 
nations, with Russia. I believe we should 
have approached it more cautiously than 
we did. But if we are to avoid this kind 
of confrontation, I do not believe we 
can rule out the question of detente. 

I heard earlier in the debate that we 
simply should cut off all aid to the Afri- 
can nation of Angola and say to the So- 
viet Union. “If you don’t get out, we will 
have no more SALT talks. We will sell 
you no more wheat.” We will rebuild, in 
effect, the Iron Curtain. 

I suggest, Mr. President, that rekin- 
dling the hostilities that formerly existed 
between the Soviet Union and this coun- 
try may very well generate and create 
more dangers for our Nation than the 
matter we are considering now. We sim- 
ply cannot go to war with the Soviet Un- 
ion or with Communist China. The de- 
struction that would result is simply too 
horrible to contemplate. I think that no 
one in his right mind can advocate such 
a position. But this does not mean that 
we should become isolationists. 

I suggest that we are turning inward 
at this point, although I am sure that 
many of my colleagues will disagree with 
me. But we cannot become isolationist 
in this country. The Third World is fer- 
tile ground for the growth of freedom 
and democracy, and both overt and co- 
vert forms of influence are available to 
us. There is no reason in the world why 
we should not use our influence to direct 
the course of history in the Third World. 
To me, it seems immoral not to do so. 

If we truly believe that if men are born 
with an inalienable right, we must be- 
lieve that Africans and Asians are born 
with it, and we cannot agree to any at- 
tempt to alienate them. Freedom is too 
precious to abandon. It is precious here; 
it is precious there; it is precious every -r 
where. 
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Recent criticisms of our attempt to 
steer the course of history in the third 
world has led many to think that we 
should abandon this meaningful alter- 
native. Some are arguing that we should 
only involve ourselves in the internal af- 
fairs of another country when it is essen- 
tial to our national interests. From this 
premise they argue that since the affairs 
of the Congo — Zaire — are not essential 
to our national interests, we should not 
have become involved in the early 1960’s 
in the Congo; that since the affairs of 
Chile are not essential to our national 
interests, we should not have become in- 
volved in Chile; and that since the affairs 
of Portugal and Angola are not essential 
to our national interest, we should not 
have become involved in Angola. 

So far as the Third World countries 
are concerned, it is perhaps also possible 
to argue that any ' particular nation’s 
affairs are not essential to our Nation’s 
Interest. Of course, what goes on in the 
Congo, taken by itself, has little, if any, 
effect on bur national interest; and the 
same can be said of Chile, Portugal, An- 
gola, and any- of the other Third World 
nations. But I suggest that we cannot 
consider each nation by itself when con- 
sidering what is and what is not in our 
national interest; for when dealing with 
the Communist world, we have to deal 
with it collectively. Although the 
Congo— or Zaire, as it is now called — 
Chile, Portugal, and Angola individually 
have little, if any, bearing on our 
national interest, if we permit each Third 
World nation to go Communist, the result 
indeed will be detrimental to our na- 
tional interest. For the result would be an 
isolated America, buffeted by the winds 
of a united Communist world, maintain- 
ing its freedom only by the threat of nu- 
clear war, cut off from natural resources 
and trading partners — in short, one free 
nation surrounded by a totalitarian 
world. 

Boy long does one think we can survive 
in that kind of situation? The answer is 
obvious enough. The freedom of men will 
have been relegated to history. 

But, believe me, freedom is much too 
precious to be lost by default. Foreign 
policy is an important ingredient in our 
overall national program. It is a defense 
not only for our shores, but also the 
shores of other democratic Third World 
nations. We must do what we can to 
preserve the freedom of the world; for 
we shall find that one free country in the 
world— oUrs — cannot survive alone. An 
isolated country is sure to be only a tem- 
porary bastion of freedom. It is our one 
sure rbad to destruction, and I sincerely 
hope that we do not follow it. 

Mr. President, the debate before this 
boc’y now, in my opinion, is a debate on 
more than the question of whether or not 
we shall give another $25 million or $30 
million of military aid and assistance to 
Angola. 

I conclude my remarks by saying, Mr. 
President, that the remarks I made, es- 
sentially, were prepared a long time ago. 
I thought of making them several times. 
But it is a question that has bothered me. 
I do not understand how the President 
can carry out his constitutional obliga- 
tions and duties of conducting foreign 


policy in a fishbowl. Of course, the 
American people have a right to know. 
But, Mr. President, many of the things 
that are going on in Government we in 
Congress must hold in trust for the 
American people. 

The present crisis was not handled by 
the President in a vacuum. Appropriate 
committees of Congress were kept in- 
formed. I was informed as a member of 
one of the committees. Nevertheless, I 
think it is well that the question has 
been debated. 

I am not sure, at this moment, how I 
would vote on the Tunney amendment, as 
amended by the distinguished Senator 
from New York. I have mixed emotions. 

I think it would be catastrophic in a way 
if we say to the President of the United 
States, “You cannot do anything else for 
the preservation of freedom in Angola.” 
It would say to those brave individuals — 
and I am sure there are thousands of 
them — who thought they were going to 
have freedom, “You cannot look to your 
friends across the way for any more 
help.” 

It would also serve notice, in my 
opinion, to others seeking freedom and 
seeking to maintain their freedom 
around the world that they possibly could 
not look to this great Nation for assist- 
ance in preservation of their freedom. 

No one would argue or contend for one 
moment that we should even commit one 
troop to that conflict. The President has 
made that clear, and I voted for the 
Griffin amendment this afternoon for 
the purpose of reiterating that. 

But where do we draw the line? I am 
sure that is the same question that many 
of those who have been looking to us 
are asking tonight. I have detected, in 
recent weeks, a definite crumbling away 
of support for our courageous and brave 
friends in Israel. Without our support, 
that free nation cannot survive. 

On the other hand, I have agonized 
over the thought that maybe it is best 
to adopt this amendment in this par- 
ticular debate, for if it is not adopted, it 
will surely be a political issue in next 
year’s campaign to stir the emotions of 
the American people — much as the de- 
bate in the last campaign involved a 
question of our foreign policy. 

So, I may very well vote for it; I do not 
know, realizing the dangerous conse- 
quences of it. 

I was particularly impressed this morn- 
ing with the very calm and deliberate — 
and I might say one of the few calm 
and deliberate discussions of this issue 
before the Senate — of the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Stevenson). 
It seems to me that he has approached 
it in a logical manner, considering the 
consequences both ways. I have joined 
with Senator Stevenson in sponsoring 
his resolution, although it may never 
come to a vote because of the rules. But 
it seems to me that if we really do believe 
in the United Nations, this might be the 
proper route for us to follow. 

It involved more than immediately 
calling on the United Nations to con- 
demn, not just one nation for becom- 
ing involved, but all nations that are in- 
volved. As I recall the resolution, it called 
for a cessation of assistance while this 


matter was brought to the attention of 
the United Nations and while our lead- 
ers begin to work and negotiate with the 
leaders of the Soviet Union. It seems to 
me that this is an honorable and perhaps 
the most effective way out of the di- 
lemma in which we find ourselves. 

Finally, it has been suggested that we 
ought not to assist the two factions in 
Angola because they are also being as- 
sisted by other nations whose ideologies 
do not agree with ours, other nations who 
violate human.rights. 

But I mention also that the African 
nations did not condemn that nation, 
although I do not understand and I do 
not think anyone does, just how much 
involvement there is. But is there a na- 
tion on the face of the Earth that has 
violated human rights and dignity more 
than the Soviet Union? We know of the 
indignities and the persecution that are 
being endured by the Soviet Jews. 

I had a Jewish lady in my office last 
week who had emigrated from Russia to 
Israel with her little girl, bringing me 
information of her husband, who is con- 
fined in prison in the Soviet Union. That 
was information which indicated beyond 
any doubt, to me, that her husband is 
enduring the most trying hardships that 
any human being can endure. So I say, 
Mr. President, that no nation has in- 
fringed upon the rights of its citizens 
more than the Soviet Union and, not- 
withstanding the Helsinki Agreement, 
we know that the document which guar- 
anteed to the citizens of Europe the right 
to travel freely was nothing more to the 
Soviet Union than empty promise and a 
worthless piece of paper. 

Even the great winner of the Nobel 
prize was unable to leave that country. 

So, Mr. President, I suggest this is, per- 
haps, the most serious matter or certain- 
ly one of the most serious matters that 
has been before this body during the 11 
months I have been privileged to serve 
in this body. It is one that this body 
should not approach emotionally and 
uncompromisingly. It is one we should 
try to resolve together for the best in- 
terests of America and the best interests 
of free men and women everywhere. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stone) . The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask un- 
animous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stone) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask un- 
animous consent that James Lucier of 
my staff be granted privilege of the floor 
during the consideration of this amend- 
ment and any votes thereon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask it be 
in order for me to ask for a quorum call 
protecting the previously stated rights 
of the Senator from Idaho. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
■will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
p roceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from North Carolina for 
protecting my right to the floor under 
the unanimous ! consent that we had 
previously agreed upon. 

As I think most Menibers of the Sen- 
ate are aware, there has been for the 
last hour and 45 minutes a meeting, at- 
tempting to find a resolution of the prob- 
lem we are now confronted with. 

That meeting has not been completed 
and discussions are continuing. 

While those Members are involved in 
that meeting a,nd further discuss the 
possible solution that might be applied 
to tire question that has been pending 
before the Senate at this time and also 
the parliamentary problem which con- 
fronts the Senate in dealing with this 
possible solution, I think it might be 
useful to discuss for a few minutes some 
of the arguments that have been raised 
and have only been partially discussed 
thus far in the ‘open sessions. 

There have been a number of Sena- 
tors who have remarked that they are 
afraid that this involvement in Angola 
and its progression portended another 
Vietnam, that somehow we will be sucked 
into another Vietnam. Yet the Senator 
from New York (Mr. Javits) very prop- 
erly remarked yesterday that the Griffin 
amendment was unnecessary. The Grif- 
fin amendment today was defeated, be- 
cause of the arguments that it was un- 
necessary because of the passage of the 
War Powers Act which makes it impossi- 
ble for us to get sucked into another 
Vietnam in the same way that we es- 
calated through assistance, through ad- 
visers, through military advisers and 
then directly into troop involvement; 
that is not possible any longer under 
the War Powers Act. 

I think the fears which have been 
expressed, and I think legitimate fears 
expressed by a number of the Members 
of the Senate, that we might thus be 
progressing into another Vietnam is an 
inaccurate reflection of a very real fear, 
not in technical terms of being sucked 
into another Vietnam, but in the way of 
an escalation of involvement. 

I think that is possible under what we 
are talking about. I think if we confine 
it to those terms we will understand the 
concerns that people are expressing when 
they use that terminology. 

We not only have the War Powers Act, 
but we also have on the record the state- 
ment of the President of the United 
States and of the Secretary of State very 
clearly saying that no troops will be com- 
mitted; that that is absolutely impossible. 

So we are not talking about precisely 
following the escalation of involvement 
in Angola in the same way we did in 
Vietnam. 

It has been suggested by some that we 


should not be involved as we are with the 
factions that we are simply because 
South Africa is also involved. Well, I 
think that is an equal paranoia with 
those who charge others with wanting 
to be involved on the opposite side of the 
Soviet Union no matter where they are 
pr why. I think just to be uninvolved be- 
cause South Africa is involved is equally 
blind as to be involved simply because 
the Soviet Union is. 

I am concerned, Mr. President, that 
in the consideration of our policy here 
we have not adequately reflected on the 
problems that deal with Soviet aims, 
goals, and penetration in Africa. Earlier 
in closed session I made reference to 
the situation that exists on. the other 
side of Africa, on the Indian Ocean side, 
in Somalia. 

It has been suggested here that we do 
not need to fear Soviet presence in An- 
gola, because they are fiercely national- 
istic: that the black African countries 
are so nationalistic that Soviet presence 
is an impossibility. 

Yet, what is the fact in Somalia? Are 
they less nationalistic than other Afri- 
can countries? Is there anyone who really 
believes that the leadership in Somalia 
is less inclined to be concerned about the 
maintenance of their independence than 
other black African nations are? The 
fact is that there is a Russian military 
base in Somalia, at Berbera. 

In July of this last year I had the 
privilege of participating with several 
other Members of the Senate in a delega- 
tion meeting in Moscow with the lead- 
ers of the Soviet Union. That delegation 
was led by the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. Humphrey) and 
the distinguished Senator from New York 
(Mr. Javits) . Others^ including Senator 
Morgan, were present in that delegation. 

As I recall, on the second day of July 
we sat across the table from some of our 
counterparts in the Supreme Soviet, the 
leaders of that country in fact as well as 
in name. The question was directly asked 
about the allegations of a Soviet military 
presence and base in Somalia. 

They just ridiculed that. They were 
sitting less than 5 feet away from me 
when they did, right across the table. 
They laughed at the suggestion that they 
were involved. All they were doing at 
Berbera was helping the Somalia Gov- 
ernment build a port facility for com- 
mercial port reasons. 

Three or 4 days later the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. Bartlett) 
was present in that country with a 
group from our Government inspecting 
the facilities on the ground and from 
the air in Berbera, 

Our delegation happened at that time 
to have moved on to Leningrad, in the 
Soviet Union. 

The Senator from Oklahoma has re- 
ported to the Senate and to the country 
by written report that their inspection 
revealed not only the presence of Soviet 
military personnel in Berbera, but the 
construction of what is obviously a mis- 
sile-handling facility in Somalia. 

The President of that country had as- 
sured our delegation that they could 
have access to anything they wanted to 


see. There were no areas In his country 
that were off limits. The delegation could 
go anywhere they wanted and look at 
anything they wanted to look at in Ber- 
bera to satisfy themselves. 

The Senator from Oklahoma reported 
to the Senate and to the country that 
as they followed his charge to look, and 
the guarantee of the President of that 
country that they could look at any- 
thing, they were denied access to certain 
areas in Berbera; that they went to the 
gates of the barbed wire enclosures and 
were met with soldiers with guns leveled 
at them from behind sandbags who said, 
“You will not enter here.” 

The Senator’s response was, “The 
President told us we could see anything 
we wanted to see. Why can we not enter 
here?” 

They said, “You cannot enter here, 
because this is a Soviet base.” 

Yet, 3 or 4 days before I had been sit- 
ting across the table from the leaders of 
the Soviet Union in Moscow and they had 
told us there was nothing to those rumors 
or charges. 

So I do not think we can just brush 
aside the consideration of whether or not 
there will be expanded Soviet military 
operations based in Angola simply on the 
basis that these countries are fiercely 
nationalistic or that we have no proof 
they want to build a military base in An- 
gola. 

I believe it is a possibility. I believe it is 
a consideration that ought to be included 
in the evaluation of our policy concern- 
ing Angola. From our discussions, both 
in open session and in closed session, I be- 
lieve it is fair to say that, based upon the 
evidence, we have not even considered 
that fact. We should have considered 
that fact. 

Hie committees and those individuals 
who have suggested to us we should ter- 
minate involvement in Angola ought to 
be able to tell the Senate, and ought to 
be able to tell the people of this country, 
they have considered that fact, and they 
have decided after mature consideration 
of that possibility further involvement in 
Angola is not justified. 

They cannot make that statement. In 
fairness, I would think they would agree 
with me they have not tried to make that 
statement to us, because they have not 
considered that possibility. 

I am concerned, too, that the sugges- 
tion is made that we shall confine our 
new programing money and covert activ- 
ity to intelligence gathering alone. I as- 
sume that if we are going to do that, if 
we are going to be consistent, we are going 
to say that is true wherever we are in- 
volved; we are not going to enter into co- 
vert military assistance to any country. 

Maybe the Members of this body who 
have been suggesting that will make a 
distinction. Maybe they will make the 
distinction that we should confine the 
reprogramed or covert activities to in- 
telligence gathering and intelligence in- 
formation activities, and that only in the 
event of a positive action of Congress 
shall we engage in military supply any- 
where in the world. 

I think that kind of a policy might be 
very wisely adopted by Congress. I be- 
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lieve that is a policy which I could sup- 
port. But it has not been presented to us 
as a general policy for the Congress of 
the United States or the Government of 
the United States. It has been presented - 
to us as a policy which applies only to 
Angola. 

I have to ask myself, why? What ra- 
tional distinction has been made which 
says that in this instance this shall be 
our policy, but in other instances it is 
not our policy? 

I think we must be concerned about 
the implications that that will have if, 
indeed, the distinction I have suggested 
is not the reason why they are making 
that policy statement. If, without that 
distinction, it is to be our policy that 
yre will supply money to acquire informa- 
tion to guide our own decisions, then I 
would suggest that that same kind of de- 
cisionmaking process will apply also in 
the Middle East. And what does that do 
to the commitments that we have under- 
taken .with respect to Israel as well as to 
other countries in the Middle East? Are 
we, by that application of policy pursued 
oh a broader scale, then, to confine our- 
selves to intelligence gathering and in- 
formational processes, and are we going 
to say, then, to other countries in the 
Middle East, “There will be no military 
assistance from henceforth from the 
Congress of the United States and the 
people of the United States?” 

If that is to be our policy, or that is 
the implication of those who seek in this 
instance to initiate that policy, then I 
think we had better know it now. And 
if it is not, then I suggest we had better 
know what the rational distinction is 
that keeps that from being the policy 
that wpuld be applied in the Middle East 
as well as in Africa. 

Mr. President, I am concerned, too, 
when we get into the question of how our 
policy and our involvement in Africa may 
affect the relationships between national 
groups in Africa. It is suggested by some, 
if I understand their arguments cor- 
rectly, that we must not be involved in 
Angola because to do so will inflame the 
racial tensions in Southern Africa. Yet 
it seems to me that a hasty application 
of the Tunney amendment to this bill 
and the siqual that that would be to 
the Soviet Union to increase its penetra- 
tion in Angola and in Southwest Africa 
could very well lead to a worsening of 
racial relations, not because of the ac- 
tion we took there, but because of the 
action we take here. 

Why do I say that? Mr. President, I 
think it is obvious from the statements 
that have been made by the people who 
are involved in this debate in Angola — 
not in the arguments made here', not in 
the arguments made in NATO councils, 
but in arguments made by people within 
Angola itself — that the institution of rule 
by the segment of society being backed 
by the Soviet Union could lead to the 
extinction of terrorist activities aimed 
at a change of internal political policies 
in Southwest Africa, in Rhodesia, and in 
South Africa, and we would see across 
those borders the beginning of the flow 
of terrorist activities in much the same 
way we have seen it across the borders of 
Israel, which has exacerbated the very 


difficult situation that exists there, and 
that has made it almost Impossible for 
us to reach a resolution of the political or 
military situation in the Middle East, and 
we would see across the borders of these 
countries the beginning of a guerrilla 
warfare which is directed toward a 
change of racial balance, and. therefore 
becomes a very real addition to racial 
tensions in the entire region of South- 
western Africa. 

I think, Mr. President, that rather 
than contributing to the easing of racial 
tensions, we might very well, by this 
action, exacerbate the racial tensions 
that exist already in that area of the 
world. . , 

And when we start looking at the 
question of, “Well, will the United States 
be alined itself against black African 
countries if we continue the policy which 
is the policy of the United States today,” 

I think it is well that we look toward the 
best evidence of what may occur hi the 
minds of Africans by looking at their 
statements. 

I think the Senate ought to look at the 
content of the debate that occurred in 
the United Nations on December 10, just 
a week ago yesterday. That debate, which 
took place over a resolution which had 
originally been devised to condemn the 
policies of racial separation in South 
Africa, had been changed suddenly in its 
character by a resolution offered by the 
Soviet Union as an amendment to that 
resolution, which would have condemned 
South Africa’s intervention in the in- 
ternal affairs of Angola. 

One difference, though, from the 
statements that have been made here on 
the floor of the Senate in the last 2 days, 
is that that would have had automatic 
unquestioning support of all black Afri- 
can nations, who condemn South Africa 
for their intervention in Angola. But 
what was the fact? What did actually 
happen? 

The Soviet Union did not succeed in 
their condemnation of South Africa in 
that instance, because other black Af- 
rican nations very quickly pointed out 
that South Africa was not the only 
country, even the major offender, in 
the intervention in internal affairs in 
Angola, that the Soviet Union itself was 
the major offender in the intervention, 
and the black African nations presented 
an amendment to that resolution which 
would have condemned all foreign in- 
tervention in Angola; and in the debate 
on that amendment it was clear that 
they were talking about the interven- 
tion of the Soviet Union. 

The debate raged. I have transcripts 
of the debate that took place at thit 
time. 

The arguments were raised by various 
of the black African nations in support 
of and in opposition to the amendment 
which was offered by the representative 
of the Government of Zaire, condemn- 
ing all foreign intervention in Angola, 
to exclude that resolution which the So- 
viet Union had offered which would 
have condemned only South Africa but 
to include the condemnation of the So- 
viet Union’s activities in Angola, and 
that debate makes very interesting 
reading for those who are concerned 


about black Africans’ reactions to for- 
eign intervention in Angola. 

The upshot or the final result of that 
debate was that both of the amend- 
ments were withdrawn. They were with- 
drawn after the Soviet Union amend- 
ment was rejected on a, vote of 42 to 43 
with 43 abstentions. 

If those who believe that the black 
African reaction to the intervention in 
Angola must be so uniformly adverse 
to the position that we have taken, I in- 
vite them to look at that action taken 
in the United Nations and to take a look 
at the debate that took place and to 
consider the vote that occurred only a 
week ago yesterday in the United Na- 
tions in New York, because I think it 
begins to paint a very different picture 
of black Africans’ reactions to foreign 
intervention in Angola. 

For those who wish a little bit more 
background about that debate and the 
meaning of that debate, I invite the at- 
tention of Members to an article that 
appeared in the New York Times on the 
11th of December which is entitled 
“Moynihan Accused in U.N. on Angola.” 
But the point which I refer occurs in the 
third paragraph in that article by John 
F. Bums. I read from that article this 
portion; 

Diplomats in touch with the sponsors of 
the amendment which was supported by the 
Soviet Union and opposed by the United 
States said that it had been withdrawn when 
it became apparent it could not win a ma- 
jority of votes In the assembly. 

I also call attention of the Senate to 
the article that appeared In the Wash- 
ington Post on Thursday, December 11, 
just 1 week ago today, a bylined article 
by Victor Vorza, entitled “A New Wave 
of Soviet Expansionism.” He points to 
a couple of matters which are of par- 
ticular interest in our discussion of pol- 
icy in Angola, and let me read briefly 
from that article; 

The relaxation of International tensions, 
Pravda says, has been a powerful force be- 
hind the new upsurge In the struggle for 
the total liberation of peoples, and Commu- 
nist Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko 
explains that that support of national lib- 
eration forces is an extremely Important sec- 
tor of our foreign policy work. 

At another point in the same article, 
Mr. Vorza makes this comment; 

But if the Kremlin is allowed to get away 
with it, Angola may prove to be only the be- 
ginning of a new drive to expand Soviet 
power under the cover of detente and not 
just in the third world. 

If Members wish further material and 
editorial comment in regard to this situ- 
ation, I suggest that they read the edi- 
torial that appeared in the Washington 
Post on the 15th of December in which, 
among other things, the editorial had 
this to say: 

In the United Nations the other day, for 
instance, the 'Russians suffered a smart set- 
back, one of their first of this sort in years, 
when the bottom fell out from under a pro- 
posed amendment that would have ignored 
Soviet intervention and condemned only 
the Angolan role of South Africa whose in- 
tervention is at once much smaller than 
Moscow’s and more justified. 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
for us to note this course of events and 
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the commentary on the events by people 
who have been much closer to it and I 
hope more informed by it than has been 
the case for many Members of the Senate 
of the United States^ 

There is another factor that needs to 
be considered as we look at the motiva- 
tions of the emerging countries. 

X agree with the statement that has 
been made in the Chamber of this Senate 
that no foreign power is gping to have 
great success in penetrating the govern- 
ments of any of the African countries if 
they do not use force. But if they are 
willing to use force or if they are willing 
to use enough economic aid to buy their 
way in, they can, in some instances, be 
successful in either subverting the gov- 
ernment or turning that government’s 
interests toward their own interests. 

Why is it that the Soviet Union has 
failed in many of its overtures to emerg- 
ing countries in the past? I think it can 
be rather clearly stated because these 
countries that are throwing off the yoke 
of colonialism are not willing to substi- 
tute one colonial master for another. I 
think, as the colonial empires grew start- 
ing late in the 17th century and through 
the 18th and 19th centuries and were 
used for economic exploitation of the col- 
onized areas of the world, these people 
threw off that yoke in order to seek not 
only political freedom but economic op- 
portunity for their people. 

Their experience when they have fallen 
within the Soviet orb has been that they 
get neither political freedom nor eco- 
nomic progress. 

To the extent that they are within the 
Soviet orb, they find themselves exploited 
in exactly the same way that they felt 
themselves exploited under the colonial 
empires of the preceding century. 

The new colonialism of the Soviet 
expansionism has been all too evident to 
the people who have lived under it. 

Witness the course of events in country 
after country where the Soviet Union 
moved in as colonial powers moved out. 
We will find that those countries got only 
one thing from the Soviet Union: mili- 
tary support, military goods, and they 
paid for them. They paid for them to 
whatever resources they had at prices 
which were very favorable to the Soviet 
Union. 

Analyze case after case after case of 
countries that have gone that route, 
tasted that cup, and discarded it be- 
cause they found that, although they 
could get military supplies to fight 
against colonial oppression, they could 
get military supplies to fight over who 
should control the new country, and they 
could get military supplies to subvert the 
governments of adjacent areas or to dis- 
rupt the political stability in the region 
in. which these countries are located, they 
could not get any meaningful economic 
assistance, and no real economic growth 
occurred for them. 

So country after country after country, 
having gone through that evolution, has 
turned away from the help of the Soviet 
Union and toward a greater and freer 
economic, coordination with the Western 
powers. They do not seek to substitute 
for the Soviet Union a different master 
in any Western power or Western alli- 


ance, but they seek opportunity of eco- 
nomic growth and social betterment for 
their own people. That is their motiva- 
tion and a very proper motivation. 

So I am in agreement with Members 
of this body who have suggested that the 
Soviet Union might well be walking into 
a morass in Angola, a morass from which 
they would find it difficult to extricate 
themselves with any great gain, and they 
might very well fail in their efforts to 
subvert either Angola for a very long 
period of time or larger areas of Africa 
for any substantial period of time. But 
we have not yet decided, and I do not 
think we can decide, how much the So- 
viet Union is willing to invest in that 
effort, how much they are willing to in- 
vest economically, how much they are 
willing to invest from the standpoint of 
prestige, how much they are willing to 
invest in terms of military involvement. 

They can, if they desire, make great 
penetration and great inroads into the 
political independence of various areas 
of this world, as they have shown a will- 
ingness to invest. We may not be talking 
about evolution in which a government, 
having tasted from the cup of economic 
cooperation with the Soviet Union, dis- 
cards it. We may be seeing the kind of 
situation in which the Soviet Union feels 
it is worthwhile to them to invest mili- 
tarily a sufficient force to gain a rela- 
tively long-term political-military dom- 
inance of an area, as they did in Eastern 
Europe. 

We know the sad litany of the coun- 
tries that have been subverted by the 
strength of Soviet military might in an 
area where the Soviet Union felt that 
it was worthwhile to make that invest- 
ment. And they have done so. 

X was interested earlier this afternoon 
as the very able Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Packwood) was talking about the 
price they paid for their involvement in 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia, and they 
have indeed paid a price, in terms of the 
reaction of peoples in other countries of 
Europe. But that was a price, presum- 
ably, that they were willing to pay, in 
exchange for the gains they made in 
those countries during that period of 
time and during the period of time since 
the revolution in Hungary arid the at- 
tempts by the people of Czechoslovakia 
to gain independence over their own in- 
ternal political processes. 

Mr. President, I think there are a num- 
ber of reasons why we must be concerned 
about the evolution of a policy in Angola 
that may have long-lasting and far- 
reaching effects upon not Just one small 
black African country. 

I was interested in some of the com- 
ments that were made in the debate in 
the United Nations to which I made 
reference earlier that touched on the 
question of the reactions of black peo- 
ples to domination by foreign countries 
which are not black. I should like to read 
from the remarks by the representative 
Of the Government of Zaire at that time, 
because I believe they shed light on the 
attitudes of black nations. 

I make this reservation as I read from 
those remarks: They are translations, 
obviously, and I apologize for any inac- 
curacy in the translation. I hope the 


translation is accurate enough to reflect 
the truth of the statements made by the 
representative of the Government of 
Zaire in those debates. Xle said this : 

In certain quarters it is believed that Zaire 
is against the MPLA. We are not. The first 
shot fired against the Portuguese colonial 
administration did not come from the Soviet 
Union but from Zairean national territory, 
and in the first hours of the MPLA, where 
was NATO? 

Is there a desire deliberately to ignore the 
history of the national liberation movements 
in Angola? The Soviet Union believes itself 
to be the champion and the savior of Angola. 
At a time when the Portuguese colonial ad- 
ministration was rampaging in Angola, where 
were the armored cars, the tanks, and the 
sophisticated weaponry with' which the So- 
viet Union is now flooding Angola? No doubt 
Soviet weapons could not be seen to be used 
against the Portuguese rights. 

This is racism stood on its head. And now 
they are dividing Angolan brothers, providing 
them with murderous weapons and helping 
them to kill each other. They are black, so 
they can kill each other. But when the white 
Portuguese were there, we did not see such 
weapons coming into Angola. Whom are they 
trying to deceive? Why play hide and seek? 

At another point, later, he said: 

And if the Soviet Union, that great friend 
of independent Africa, were really as friendly 
as all that, it could take into account the 
decisions of our heads of state on the African 
continent. 

I think it is very clear, Mr. President, 
that the black African nations, them- 
selves, do not share the same fears about 
our involvement in Angola as has been 
stated and do not see our involvement in 
the same light as some of the Members 
of the U.S. Senate see it in terms of their 
own statements here today. 

Let me make just one additional refer- 
ence to the pending resolution of the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Stevenson) . I 
made reference to that resolution earlier 
today and pointed out to the Members 
that it can be found on page S22539 of 
the Record of yesterday. I have two con- 
cerns with the resolution as presented by 
the able Senator from Illinois. 

First, it has a number of preamble 
clauses, and then in the resolution por- 
tion there are six paragraphs. The first 
five paragraphs refer to a number of 
items that can be found in sequence, and 
the sixth item is the one to which I want 
to refer, because it says : 

The President should suspend further as- 
sistance to any faction in Angola pending ef- 
forts to seek an end to all foreign interven- 
tion in Angola. 

I think that has an inversion in the 
language of the resolution, an inversion 
that I hope the Senator from Illinois will 
correct. If that and a couple of other 
items in the resolution are changed, it 
would make it possible for me to support 
the resolution, because I think the Sen- 
ator from Illinois did not intend that we 
do nothing, awaiting this kind of action 
on the part of the withdrawal of those 
people who are now involved in Angola. 
He did not intend, I should think, to say 
that we will do nothing until we say that 
they have withdrawn. 

Instead, I think it would be more con- 
structive to say that as they withdraw, 
we will react; and if they do not with- 
draw, we will apply these sanctions. But, 
pending that period of time, we will not 
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veto aetioi4 x if the legislation does not 
conform exactly to the wishes of the 
Secretary of Transportation. 

Mr. President, the committee has held 
hearings for halfia year on this legisla- 
tion, and has received the advice of 
countless experts bbth within the Gov- 
ernment and outside, the Government. 
The bill is the product of this exhaustive 
process, and in the opinion of both my- 
self and the ranking minority member 
of the subcommittee, is fkr superior to 
the proposals of the Department of 
Transportation. If we are going to per- 
mit these kinds of threats to idetermine 
the substance of legislation, it is my 
opinion that we should just place the 
administration’s request legislation on 
the consent Calendar, dispense with, re- 
ferring it to committee, do away with\he 
studies that have been conducted 
these issues by the Office of Technolog; 
Assessment and outside consultants, 
and pass whatever Secretary Coleman 
demands of us. 

We have come a long way in meeting 
the administration’s demands on this 
legislation, and the conference yesterday 
made substantial further adjustments 
designed to come more than halfway on 
all the major issues dividing us. The ad- 
ministration has yet to compromise on 
one major issue. If we simply allow the 
Congress of the United States to be push- 
ed around in this manner, it would rep- 
resent a negation of the entire legislative 
process. The legislation before the Sen- 
ate today is strongly supported by a tre- 
mendous hearing record and a volumin- 
ous report. The administration’s de- 
mands are supported by nothing other 
than the political views of the Secretary 
of Transportation and the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget. I urge my collea- 
gues to demonstrate by their vote here 
today that the Congress will not be in- 
timidated by these threats and will not 
abandon reason and rationale in the face 
of a Secretary of Transportation or an 
Office of Management and Budget that 
make unsupported allegations and ir- 
responsible charges. 

If this legislation is enacted as the 
administration would like, it will do 
nothing other than provide the Secre- 
tary of Transportation with the total 
power to restructure the Nation’s rail 
system without any public interest con- 
trols, and the executive branch would be 
given the complete and unfettered dis- 
cretion to control the funding and op- 
erations not only of the Northeast rail- 
roads, but of all railroads in the Nation. 
Aside from the problems that this would 
cause in the courts with respect to the 
question of whether Government has 
effectively nationalized the northeast 
and midwest rail system, it is my firm 
belief that it would be very detrimental 
to the railroad system of the entire Na- 
tion. It is not the judgment of the Sen- 
ate Commerce Committee that the 
American system works best by grantim 
total discretion to the executive branc: 
to do whatever it pleases with respect 
a major sector of the Nation’s trarSs 
portatipn system. , / 

If the pending rail legislation isr not 
enacted into law at once, at least a/2- or 
3-month delay of the long-planded re- 


vitalization of Northwest rail service is 
inevitable. Delay is costly to the taxpayer 
and the reorganization process. 

Grants to the Penn Central and other 
bankrupts must continue, at the rate of 
well over $1 million a day. These funds 
are lost forever. They result in no im- 
provements of service. 

Grant funds will run out by the sched- 
uled date for startup of ConRail under 
the final system plan, unless funds now 
dedicated to rehabilitation are repro- 
gramed. 

If new funding is not made available, 
there is a danger that rail service will 
terminate. 

The bankrupt railroads are now run- 
ning their operations on a going-out-of- 
business basis that threatens the integrity 
of the final system plan. They are assid- 
uously selling off properties and run- 
ning down inventories. Delay only feeds 
this process. 

\ Delay creates uncertainty that can, 
set plans for participation in the final' 
' em plan of the Chessie System ana 
oth’^r solvent rail carriers. / 

Delay means that advance planning; 
for transfer of functions from the bank- 
rupts to ConRail and Chessie wifi be 
thrown rtjto disarray and result in/extra 
costs. \ / 

Delay would cause a shutdown' of the 
advance rehabilitation program-Asection 
215. This would result in immediate lay- 
offs of 3,000 employees and extra costs 
of some $300 milftpn to ConRail. 

A lapse of service on some commuter 
and light densityY lines, beginning as 
early as February ^'probably will occur. 

Extended delayfIJW startup of the 
plan may upset CqrtRaVs financial per- 
formance and caMe confusion as to 
whether the final system plan had been 
fully successful. f \ 

Delays also may /add tb potential 
claims against the .•United Rotates for 
“erosion” of the assets of the bankrupt 
estates,,. / 

Mr. President, I im ready to votep 
I would just like to say that during 
the time of this .conference we have pad 
the help of noft alone some dedicated 
members of ihf Commerce Committee it 1 -, 
self, but froirystaff members, both on the - 
majority and minority side. I think it 
would be appropriate for me to say this 
at this time’. 

I do noVknow a man who has contrib- 
uted more to the success of this legis- 
lation than the Senator from Connecti- 
cut (Mr. Weicker). He has been out- 
standing in his concern, his depth of un- 
derstanding, and his realization that 
what/ we are doing here is really provid- 
ing/for a massive reorganization on a 
private enterprise basis of the railroad 
system, and in cur hope that we will not 
faced with this type of situation in 
le future. 

We know we have not cleared all the 
errors, but I will say this: Without Sen- 
ator Weicker’s concern it would have 
been very difficult for us to pass this leg- 
islation in the form and in the positive 
stance which it has at the present time. 

I would also like to pay tribute to the 
staff members, particularly Lynn Sut- 
cliffe, general counsel; Tom Allison, Paul 
Cunningham, Mai Sterrett, Geoff Baker, 


John Kirtland, ahd David Clanton for 
the work they have done. 

It has been one of the real joys to have 
people who have understanding and wis- 
dom and, at jffie same time, the ability 
to move with speed at a time when speed 
was needed. . 

It has bqen a real pleasure to work 
with these gentlemen. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, as a mem- 
ber of thg Surface Transportation Sub- 
committee and as a member of the con- 
ference, committee, I urge the Senate 
to approve S. 2718, the Railroad Revital- 
ization and Regulatory Reform Act. 

As,l stated on December 4 when this 
measure passed the Senate, this is must 
legislation. It is simply imperative that 
wq- move ahead and allow ConRail to 
t^ke over as quickly as possible the op- 
qf-ations of Penn Central. From what I 
have heard, Penh Central is doing little, 
/except depleting inventories and contin- 
uing to allow its bankrupt operations 
to go farther down hill. S. 2718 seeks to 
stop this deterioration and not only to 
develop a viable rail system in the 
Northeast but also to assure a healthy 
rail network nationwide. 

Hopefully, the enactment of this bill 
will signal an end to an era of neglect 
for the Nation’s railroads. Railroads had 
not only been victims of neglect, but also 
in many instances of public policy and 
regulatory action which worked against 
greater utilization of this energy effi- 
cient, ecologically sound, and safe 
transportation mode. 

S. 2718 would: 

First. Reform the regulatory system 
and the regulatory agency, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. One exam- 
ple is the expediting of railroad mergers 
and rationalization in order to avoid 
situations such as the Rock Island case 
which dragged out for over 10 years. 

Second. Implement the reorganization 
of the bankrupt railroads of the North- 
east. I am pleased that the conference 
committee included the Senate protec- 
tion against deficiency judgments. This 
provision was included by the Senate 
committee at my urging and is essential 
for the acquisition by Southern Railroad 
of the lines on Maryland’s Eastern 
fihore. This important section of my 
" tate thus will be able to count on serv- 
ices by one of the Nation’s outstanding 
ranroads. 

rd. Reaffirm the commitment by 
Congfess to the Northeast corridor proj- 
ect which Congress endorsed in the Re- 
gional Rail Act of 1973. This provision is 
designed \to bring modern, first-rate 
transportation service to this heavily 
populated atea of the country. Projec- 
tions show increased population growth 
and additionalptravel requirements. Ex- 
isting transportation systems will have 
difficulty accommodating such growth. 
Therefore, it behoves this Nation to get 
on with this projectNlt has been studied 
enough. It is techndtogically feasiable 
and economically viable. Delay today 
will mean only increased costs and in- 
adequate transportation \omorrow. 

Better ways to move people in energy- 
efficient, environmentally sound, and safe 
ways must be given higher priority. The 
time to act is now — not when another 
energy crisis is upon us. 
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?ourth. Provide a subsidy for local rail 
freight service of 100 percent the first 
yeas. 90 percent the second, 80 percent 
the third, and 70 percent for the fourth 
and fifth years. This will make certain 
that the State and/or local communities 
and shippers will be able to continue 
branch lines which they deem vital. 

Fifth. Mandate continuation of rail 
commuter 'services for 6 months with a 
ICO- percent 'Federal subsidy for that pe- 
riod and fona succeeding 6-month pe- 


oppose spending which does not meet 
what I consider to be a prudent and fully 
justifiable cost-benefit analyses./ I 
applaud the movement toward com- 
promise but I do not believe we have 
trimmed to the proper level yet. . 

I am disappointed that the House lan- 
guage with respect to certificates of 
value was largely retained. I believe this 
is a serious flaw in that it permits and 
may encourage years of litigation. The 
virtual, assurance that man/ of these 


\ 


I Rollcall Vote No. 609 Leg.] 


itvw te-uv* ~ — - l — , ' * r 

rlod. Thereafter, a subsidy of 90 percent suits will not be decided as swiftly as 
will be available: for 1 year and 50 percent ’ ” ' ' ' 

for a succeeding year for State and local 
transportation agencies willing to con- 
tinue tills service. "This provision is essen- 
tial for otherwise the rail commuter serv- 
ice, which serves approximately 500 pas- 
sengers between Baltimore and Wash- 
ington, would be lost, fern confident that 
With this provision rhy State will be 
able to see that this important transpor- 
tation service will continue, and 
.Sixth. Authorize a new program to 
provide for the conversion af abandoned 
railroad rlghts-of-way to public use. 

S. 2718, the bill before the ’ Sena te to- 
day, is complex legislation. Giten the gi- 
gantic problems and issues which this 
measure addresses and the critical im- 
portance not only to the Northeast but 
also to the entire Nation of their ngsolu 
Men, this is understandable. 

While S. 2718 is not perfect, and no 
comprehensive measure involving \ so 
many issues and interests could be, Mt 


would have been the case had the Senate 
language been accepted, .4 think will 
deter financial institutions' from making 
capital available to our /railroads and, 
possibly, our utilities. / 

Finally, I oppose giving authorities to 
the U.S. Railway Association which I 
believe properly belong in the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. 

For these reasons J will oppose the act 
as now drafted and/ will vote to sustain 
the Presidential veto that is expected. 

Mr. WEICKER/Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield/back the remainder of 
my time. / 

1 want to thank the distinguished 
Senator from/ Indiana for his very 
gracious remarks about me. I also want 
to commend/' Mai Sterrett and Geoff 
Baker who forked hand-in-glove in a 
cooperative ■’Way with the majority mem- 
bers of the Staff . 

I yield bAck the remainder of my time. 
Mr. HARTKE. I yield back the re- 


nevertheless represents a Herculean erv ... .. . 

fort and should be supported by the SenA. T & e /RESIDING OFFICER. All time 

ate. 


As I look back on our work, the process 
Mid procedures we mandated seemed to 
have worked well. I feel the office of 
public counsel was particularly helpful 
Si alerting communities and shippers re- 
garding the act’s impact on them and 
to helping them to prepare their cases. It 
was an open process with inputs from 
many. Again, not perfect, but as fair and 
As open as seems humanly possible. 

Of course, the final test of the woriy 
remains ahead. ConRail has an increasp 
task confronting it. With the support 
provided in the bill and with new man- 
agement, there is reason for guarded Op- 
timism. In any event, we had Jittle 
choices. / 

The railroads had to be kept running. 
Nationalization, as a few advocated 
would have been even more costly. I am 
pleased and proud to have participated in 
this historical and signifleant/effort. I 
urge the enactment of the conference 
report. / 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. 'President/ with some 
reservations I concluded I 'should vote 
against the conference report on the Rail 
Services Act, S. 2718. 

While certain reductions in outlays 
were achieved in conference, I still main- 
tain the bill authorises expenditures 
beyond what I believe tfi be prudent both 
with respect to Amtcak for improving 
Northeast corridor service from Boston 
k> New York and the District of Colum- 
bia. I am a strong supporter of rail pas- 
senger service in general and of Amtrak 
In particular. But with all the other 
urgent funding priorities and our soar- 
ing Federal budget I feel compelled to 
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- has been yielded back. The question Is 
\on agreeing to the conference report. 
7he yeas and nays have been ordered, 
le clerk will call the roll. 

: legislative clerk called the roll. 
ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
th&flv the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
iN) , the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 

/Cannon! , the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
Chiles)\ the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. EaPleton) , the Senator from 
Louisianiak (Mr. Johnston) , the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. Montoya), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. Stone) , the 
Senator fronrMississippi (Mr. Eastland) , 
the Senator srom South Dakota (Mr. 
Abourezk) , theVSenator from Mississippi 
(Mr. Stennis) . \and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. Steveson) are necessarily 
absent. \ 

I also announce mat the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. Church)\1s absent on official 
business. i 

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Stevenson) Is paired with the Sena- 
tor from Florida (Mr. Stone) . If present 
and voting, the Senator, from Illinois 
would vote "yea” and the'genator from 
Florida would vote “nay. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Rfic- Brock) 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. Dole) , 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Fannin) , 
the Senator from Hawaii (MrAFoNG) , 
the Senator from Arizona (Mt.Ngold- 
water) , the Senator from Nevada. (Mr. 
Laxalt i , and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Mathias) are necessarily absent 
The result was announced — yeas M, 
nays 29, as follows : 


VS — 29 / 

Hansen / Percy 


Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Bellmon 
Byrd, ^ 

Harry F.. Jr, 

Byrd, Robert C, McClellan \ Thurmond 
Curtis 
Domenici 
Gam 
Griffin 


Hart, Gary / Proxmire 
Haskell \ / Scott, 

Helms \ / William L, 
Hruska y Taft 
MansflelcV\ Taimadge 


McClur/ \ Tower 
Morgan \ Young 
Nunn ' 

Pack^rood 


not Voting — 



Dpie 
E&gleton 
Eastland. 
/Fannin 
/ Pong 
/ Gold water 
Johnston 


axalt 
afchias 
M&ntoya 
Stennis 
Stexenson 
Ston 


So the pbnference report was agreed to. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President^ move 
to reconsider the vote by which ting con- 
ference report was agreed to. 

Mr/WEICKER. I move to lay thatVio- 
tion/on the table. 

. le motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

/Mr. PASTORE, May we have order, 
please, Mr. President. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 9861, 
which the clerk will state by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Amendment in disagreement No. 75 to 
H.R. 9861, an act making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the flscai 
year ending June 30, 1976, and for the period 
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1976, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, let 
us have order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. Senators will please 
take their seats. 

The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
leadership has been endeavoring all day 
to arrive at an agreement affecting the 
conference report on the defense ap- 
propriation and the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. Tunney) . 

We thought we had arrived at a rea- 
sonable solution by means of which the 
pending business would be laid aside and 
the Senate would then have the oppor- 
tunity to turn to the consideration of 
such measure as the 200-mile leigslation, 
in which the distinguished Senator from 
Washington (Mr. Magntjson) is so in- 
terested, and who has exerted so much 
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Nevada (Mr. Cannon) , the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. Chiles) , the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. Eagleton), the Senator 
from Mississippi (Mr. Eastland), the 
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Johnston) , 
the Senator from Montana (Mr. Met- 
calf), the Senator from New. Mexico 
(Mr. Montoya) , the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. Stennis) , the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. Stevenson) , and the Sena- 
tor from Florida (Mr. Stone) are neces- 
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. Church) is absent on 
official business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
Church) , and the Senator from Florida 
<Mr. Stone) would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock) , 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. Dole) , 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Fannin) , 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Fong) , 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Gold- 
water), the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
Laxalt) , and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Mathias) are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced — yeas 21, 
nays 58, as follows : 

IRollcall Vote No. 610 Leg.] 

YEAS — 21 


pressure that I am getting a bent back 
from contacts with him. 

Then it was hoped that it would be 
possible to turn to H.R. 9852, the so- 
called Mobile Housing Act, which has a 
time limitation. „ , . 

Then it was the intention of the lead- 
ership because of the pressure exerted 
by the distinguished Chairman of the 
Committee oh Appropriations— low key, 
quiet— that we would take up a bill to 
establish improved programs for the 
benefit of producers and consumers of 

~i The proposed agreement, we thought, 
would have been the best way out of a 
difficult situation, especially for the ad- 
ministration. We would have turned to 
ht least one and possibly two of these 
other measures, and what we did not 
complete in that sphere would be taken 
tip the first thing on our return next 
January 19, the House willing to send 
us a resolution to that effect, which we 
do not have at the present time. 

The matter was discussed with the 
ijhalrman and the ranking member of 
the Appropriations Committee, with the 
-Republican leadership, with people in- 
terested on both sides of the issue. 

It was impossible to reach an agree- 
ment, and therefore we are faced with a 
(Situation which only will allow for more 
’dillydallying on the part of the Senate. 

hfr, President, I think I have covered 
the main points. 

. Mr, ftUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, will 
the 1 Senator yield? 

Mr,' mAnSFIET.D. If I may. let me 
! f)piph please. I think I have covered the 
malt) points In what I intended to say to 
the Senator at this time. I wish to say to 
the distinguished Senator from Wash- 
ing ( Mr Macnuson) that I will make 
ieyeiy Effort to bring up the 200-mile bill 
on ourVetum after the recess. I will make 
; the game pledge to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from 'Arkansas (Mr. McClellan) 
cohering the rice bill, and I will make 
the same promise to the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. Eagleton) 
concerning the mobile housing bill. 

I hope that In this respect we will be 
able to advance the work of the Senate, 
and at this time I am glad to yield to my 
distinguished friend the Republican 
leaden of the Senate. 

Mr, .HUGH SCOTT. I thank the dis- 
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. President, in addition to much 
Other agonizing over this Issue, about two 
dozen Senators spent nearly 4 hours yes- 
terday afternoon trying to arrive at a 
viable solution. There seems to me to be 
at least substantial majority sentiment 
for a proposal which would not have 
satisfied anyone entirely, I suppose, and 
certainly hot satisfied everyone, but 
which at least would have allowed some 
movement In the area which the admin- 
istration sought, really, very hard indeed 
to achieve’;’ and I will say that the meet- 
ing was with the Secretary of State. 

This morning some of us met with the 
majority leader In a further effort to 
work out the order of business on the 
basis of a declaration of intention by the 
majority leader beginning next year. 

. All of these attempts have fallen by the 
wayside, because some Senators are of 


one mind and one point of view here, and 
others are diametrically opposed. 

If the distinguished majority moves to 
lay on the table the pending amendment, 
while I would have to vote against the 
amendment, I would like to make it clear 
that that should not be interpreted as 
reflecting my views on the Angola situa- 
tion one way or the other, on the merits. 
Such a motion may well be offered by 
him in order to bring about a resolution 
of the question. Perhaps if he does offer 
it, it would be better to table it, and I 
would so vote. Then we can get on with 
the rest of the business, and the Appro- 
priations Committee can get on with this 
tough situation, as well as a number of 
others we will have to take up as soon 
as we possibly can arrange the meetings. 

I wanted the distinguished majority 
leader to know that I myself hope that 
under the circumstances the amend- 
ment can be laid on the table, so that 
when we come back in January, simi- 
lar amendments could be offered and 
similar arguments could be made. The 
debate at that time might look differ- 
ent. The administration feels that the 
adoption of the amendment at this time 
would be disastrous, would be a catas- 
trophe, and they have made their views 
very strongly clear. 

Again I repeat, and then I am 
through, that I am not stating my own 
views here on Angola one way or the 
other. I am very much concerned about 
the American position. I am also con- 
cerned about the impact on world opin- 
ion of what the Senate may do here 
today. I wanted the chance to get that 
on the Record before the Senator pro- 
ceeded further. 

I thank the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be- 
fore I make the motion to lay on the 
table the Tunney amendment, I wish to 
state unequivocally that I favor the 
Tunney amendment; that I am against 
our intervention in the affairs of two 
of the three tribal elements within An- 
gola; that In my opinion the national In- 
terest and security of this country are 
not Involved In the events in Angola; 
and I wish to say that I can see many 
parallelisms between this situation and 
the beginning of the adventure in Viet- 
nam. 

Mr. President, I move to lay on the 
table the amendment of the Senator 
from California (Mr. Tunney), and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Bellmon) . The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Mon- 
tana (Mr. Mansfield) to lay on the ta- 
ble the amendment of the Senator from 
California. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. Abourezk) , the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. Bayh), the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. Bentsen) , the Senator from 


Baker 

Griffin 

Morgan 

Bartlett 

Hansen 

Roth 

Beall 

Hruska 

Scott, Hugh 

Bellmon 

Long 

Stevens 

Buckley 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

McClure 

Tower 

Domenici 

McGee 

NAYS— 68 

Young 

Allen 

Haskell 

Nunn 

Bideii 

Hatfield 

Fackwood 

Brooke 

Hathaway 

Fas tore 

Bumpers 

Helms 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Honings 

Fell 

Byrd, 

Huddleston 

Percy 

Harry F., Jr. 

Humphrey 

Froxmire 

Bvrd. Robert C. Inouye 

Randolph 

Case 

Jackson 

Riblcofl 

Clark 

Javlts 

Sohweiker 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Scott, 

Culver 

Leahy 

William L. 

Durkin 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Ford 

Mansfield 

Stafford 

Garn 

McGovern 

Symington 

Glenn 

McIntyre 

Taft 

Gravel 

Mondale 

Talmadge 

Hart, Gary 

Moss 

Tunney 

Hart, Philip A. 

Muskie 

Welckcr 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Williams 


Abouressk 

Bayh 

Bentsen 

Brock 

Cannon 

Chiles 

Church 


NOT VOTING — 21 
Dole Laxalt- 

Eagleton Mathias 

Eastland Metcalf 

Fannin Montoya 

Fong Stennis 

Gold water Stevenson 

Johnston Stone 

So the motion to table Mr. Tunney’s 
amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the amendment 
of the Senator from California, as 
amended. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have discussed this possibility with the 
Republican leadership. I have received 
no assurances, but I think it is worthy 
of the effort. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
not to exceed 40 minutes on the Tunney 
amendment, the time to be equally di- 
vided between the distinguished manager 
of the bill, the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. McClellan) and the distinguished 
Senator from California (Mr. Tunney). 
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_ owrniT? Ts there \nd rehabilitation and Improvement flnanc- 

Tlie PRESIDING OFFICER. lng, and for other purposes as follows: 

objection? The Chair hears none, and it | EC 2 In sectl0 n 308 of the Regional Rail 
is so ordered. . _ , Reorganization Act (as added by (section 609 

Mr MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask (b) of tbe bm) strike the bracket at the be- 

iS SSptl There a . »»->* JJJ « 3 "J “ “ 

The yeas and nays were OTdered. ^ec.^i'h section 001 <b) (3) of the Regional 

Mr. MAN S Jt* v J£ E1X> . Mr. President, Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, e>s added by 

yield to the distinguished Senator from 61? of the as redesignated is amended 

Kentucky. — • by ^ striking”' (1)” the second time It ap- 

;ATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION pe ”S’ ^ kmg the braC kets and the mate- 
AND SENATE CONCURRENT rial therelni excep t the quotation mark and 
SOLUTION 83— CORRECTIONS the final period. \ 

ENROLLMENT OF S. 2718, RAIL- sec. 5. Before the section heading of sec- 
- REVITALIZATION AND REG- tlon 701 of the bill insert the following: 

*rrt> no -1Q7R “TITLE VII NORTHEAST CORRIDOR 

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION" 

Sec. 6. Section 4(m)\f the Department of 
Transportation Act, (as added by section 803 
of the bill) Is amended by Inserting the last 
sentence Immediately after the period of 
the sentence preceding It. \ 

Sec. 7. Section 4(n) of \he Department 
of Transportation Act (as Vdded by sec- 
tion 803 of the bill) Is amended by strik- 
ing “(1)” and inserting In lieu tj-iereof "(p) 


vr 19, 1975 . 



&TORY REFORM ACT OF T975 

Mr. VoRD- Mr. President, I sen& two 
©Oti current resolutions to the desk and 
ask for their immediate consideration, 

en bloc. \ / 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
current resolutions will be stated by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: \ 7 ' 

A concurreht resolution (S. Con. Res. 82) 
to make corrections In the enrollment of S. 


Sec. 8 


section, the burden of proof Is on the car- 
rier to show that the proposed changed rate, 
fare, charge, classification, rule, regulation, 
or practice Is compensatory, Just, and reason- 
able. The Commission shall specifically con- 
sider, in any such hearing, proof that such 
proposed changed rate, fare, charge. Classifi- 
cation, rule, regulation, or practice will have 
a significantly adverse effect on the' competi- 
tive posture of shippers or consignees to be 
affected by such change." 

Sec. 15. In section 202(f) of the bill In the 
clause preceding paragraph (1) thereof strike 
“to” and in paragraph (1) thereof Immedi- 
ately before “modify” Insert “to”. 

Sec. 16. In section 15(3) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (as amended by section 203(a) 
of the bill) (1) strike “I ft determining” In 
the first sentence of the new matter and 
Insert In lieu thereof “With respect to car- 
riers by railroad, in determining”; and (2) 
strike “(C)” and insert In lieu thereof “(c)”. 

Sec. 17. In new section 5b of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (as inserted m section 208(b) 
of the bill— 

(1) In paragraph (6) (a) (1) thereof strike 
“discussions or”;/ 

(2) in paragraph (6) (a) (11) thereof strike 
"discussions or”. 

Sec. 18. In .new section 24 of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act (as Inserted by section 
304 of the bill) — 

(1) strike out the brackets and the second 


” and inserting In lieu thereof ”(P) • (i) strike out the brackets and the second 

t Section 4(o) of the Department of sentence in subsection (b) thereof and insert 
station Act. (as added by (section 803 ln lleu t fte reo f the following: “The Director 


bCill/blit/C i vr duuovveawtr — 

to make corruptions In the coroiimoni m o. Transportation Act, (as added by\sectlon 803 ln lleu thereof the following: “The Director 
2718, a bill to Improve the qteUlty or ran e blll ) is amended by striking “(1) ” and shall be appointed' by the Commission and 

■--- - resru- v sbal] b te qualified and take office upon the 

approval of such appointment by a concur- 
rent Resolution of the Senate and of the 
Hougfe of Representatives”; 

division (f) is redesignated as buounio^ (2) j n subsection (c) thereof strike “rec- 
(e). V on)*inendations M and insert ln lieu thereof 

Sec. 10. Section 4(r) of the Department^ of “^commendations”; 

, . _ _ j j. J Un renntl nn . ... _ . .. /.i xi. — a J — ll . « 4-V, re. 


1.0, a U-11I ru aaja^.*.wv~ — J “ 

services ln the', United States through regu 
latory reform, Coordination of rail services 
and facilities, and rehabilitation and Im- 
provement flnan&ng, and for 6 ther purposes 
A concurrent resolution (3, Con. Res. 83) 
to make corrections ln the enrollment of S. 
2718 a bill to Improve the quality of rail 
services In the United States through regu- 


- - - — 

inserting In Ueu thereof “(p) . \ 

Sec. 9. Subdivision (e) of section 20(3) 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended 
by section 307 of the bill is deleted an\^ sub- 
division (f) is redesignated as subdivision 


services In the United States through regu Transportation Act (as added by section 803 / (3) ln subsection (e) thereof strike the 

latory reform, coordination of rail services amended by striking “(1)" art^l CO rama after President and all that follows 

a fareijiHae Vehahalitation ana im- r . .. . a. vu ,**.*^ t “ ir>\ •* anA /7. j ^ 


and facilities, and Yehahflltation and Im- 
provement financing, land ffor other purposes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Pres/ident, these reso- 
lutions make correoujpns in the enroll- 
ment of S. 2718, whi 
just passed. The cor / 
purpose of seeing th 
agreement at the qonii 
we passed today, 
and hard last night in 
together. These 
changes. 


;h the Senate has 
tions are for the 
;he bill meets the 
jrence and what 
iff worked long 
.. order to put it 
simply technical 


„WG OFFICE*. The ques- 
ting to the Concurrent 

\ 

rent resolutions US. Con. 

. Con. Res. 83) wete agreed 
\ 


Mr. GfUFTIN. flo substantive changes? 
Mr . FORD. Np substantive changes at 
all. 

TheE 
tion is on 
resolutions. 

The cone 
Res. 82 and 
to, as follows: 

/ S. Con. Res. 82 
Resolved py the Senate ( the Housew Rep 
resentatlvef concurring) . That the Secretary 
of the Senate Is directed to make corrections 
ln the enrollment of S. 2718, a bill to lrctorove 
the qualfty of rail services ln the Ubited 
States through regulatory reform, coordina- 
tion of /all services arid facilities, and rapi- 
bllltatldn and improvement financing, and 
for other purposes as follows : \ 

Je out section 308 of the hill ln fts 
•entirety and redesignate sections 309 throng) 
312 the bin as section 308 through 31 
•thereof. 

S. Con. Res. 83 

jAsolved by the Senate ( the House of 
Representatives concurring) , That the Clerk 
of /the Senate is directed to make correc- 
' tlpns In the enrollment of S. 2718, a hill 


of the blll) is amended by striKing l u _ ^omma after President and all that roiiows 

“(j)“ and inserting in lieu thereof “ (p) and, /through the end of such subsection and ln- 
" (a)” respectively. X sort ln lieu thereof a period. 

Sec. 11. Insert a period after “(6) neces- • - 

sary studies” In section 101 of the bill. . 

Sec. 12. In section 15(6) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (as amended by section 201 
of the bill) strike “(C)” and insert ln^ieu 

thereof “ (c) ", Z_„_ . 

Sec 13 In section 202(b) of the bill Atrlke 
out all of the matter starting with “/( 6) In 
any hearing under" and ending with “at the 
earliest practicable time”. / 

Sec. 14. In the matter inserted' into the 
Interstate Commerce Act by section 202(e) 

(B) of the bill — / 

(1) strike “‘( 9 ) ( a )” / 

and Insert ln lieu thereof " ' (8).<(a) 

(2) strike “section 1 (5) (B)/i) of this part 

in new subdivision (b) thweof and Insert 
In Ueu thereof “section 1(A) (b)(1) of this 
part” and in such new subdivision (b) strike 
“subparagraph (d) of this paragraph. That 
and Insert in lieu thejfeof “sudl vision (d) 
alleging that”; / ,, , , 

(3) strike ln Its entirety clause (iv) of new 
subdivision (c) thereof and Insert ln lleu 
thereof the foil ow ivV new such clause (lv) . 

“ ‘ (lv) the inore/se or decrease for any 
rate filed within Ifae second year following 
such date of enactment Is riot more than 
7 per centum ov the rate in effect on Jan- 
uary 1, 1977;”; 

(4) In new subdivision (d) thereof — 

(A) after /interested party" and before 

“that — ” lnsfert the following: “or of the 

Office of Rqu Public Counsel”; 

,(B) aftqr “injury to the complainant” and 
before “;/and" insert the following “or, ln 
the caste of the complaint of such Office, 
injury t to a member of the public or the 
public/generally”; 


^naln of rail lervtee^wd^facnitles, nSv sentences: “In any hearing under this 


1 V/ AAA 1WU UilVi VO* H 

Sec. 19. In section 306 of the Regional Rail 
(organization Act of 1973 (as Inserted in 
:tlon 609(b) of the bill) strike out the 
bracket Immediately before “Sec. 306.”. 

Mt. 20. In section 403 of the bill — 

, , , insert “(a)” immediately after “403,”; 
(2nstrike “(c) Section 5 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 5) is” and Insert in 
lieu thereof “(b) Section 5 of such Act (49 
U.S.C. 5Ms further”. 

Sec. 211 In section 404 of the hill, strike 
the bracket before “Sec.”. 

Sec. 22. Amend the first six printed lines 
on page 69 at the Conference Report to read 
as follows: \ 

“protection or GOVERNMENT funds 
“Sec. 608. Title III of the Regional Rail 
Reorganization Xc t of 1973, as amended by 
section 609 of this Act, Is further amended 
by Inserting the following new section: 

“ ‘PROTECTION OF^JOVERNMENT FUNDS 

“ ‘Sec. 307. (a) AuDir.— (1) The Comp- 
Sec. 23. In section 27(1) (d) of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act asNadded by section 306 
of the bill, strike “or contract carrier sub- 
ject to this part I, part If, part III, or part 
IV of this Act" and tnse\t ln lieu thereof 
“carrier by railroad subjeen.to this part '. 

Sec. 24. In section 15(3) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act as amended bisection 203(a) 
of the bill Is amended by nasertlng after 
"proposed cancellation” the vrords involv- 
ing any common carrier by railroad." 

Sec. 25. The amendment to section 6(6) of 
the Interstate Commerce Act by Section 209 
of the bill is amended by 

(A) striking “each carrier or” and Inserting 
ln lieu thereof “each common carrier Xy rail- 
road subject to this part or rail” and \ 

(B) striking "any carrier” and inserting 

“any such carrier.” \ 

Sec. 26. Paragraph 9(b) of section 17\of 
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and 


Dqcemtie 

the approach contained In S. 1823 
HR 4016 represents a reasonable < 
promlsekand the most equitable for/fiula 
for division of these funds among the 

three groups. s 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
Is open to amendment. If -'there be no 
amendment tmbe proposed, the question 
is on the third Vadinsj'of the bill. 

The bill was otde/d to a third read- 
ing read the thirixtime, and passed. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. 1823 be in- 
definitely postponed. This is a compan- 

^he B^ESIDING OFFICER. Without 
ob j ection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, fiscal YEAR 1976 

The Senate continued with the consid- 
eration of amendment in disagreement 
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making ap- 
propriations for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, and for the period beginning July 
1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yie ld? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, for the 
information of the Senate, I am asking 
this' question of the majority leader: Do 
we correctly understand that once ac- 
tion is taken either way on the Tunney 
amendment, that is final action in this 
body, and It will then go to the other 
body and other action may be required; 
but so far as we afe concerned, that is 
it? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor- 
rect, because the conference report has 
been agreed to and all other elements 
In dispute have been agreed to. 

Mr JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I am very 
happy that the Senate, at long last, is 
going to have an Opportunity to vote 
up or down on an amendment which is 
designed to prevent any funds under this 
defense appropriation bill from being 
programed for military operations in 

Angola. , . 

I have faded during the past week to 
make it very clear that I, for one, felt 
that it was a disastrous policy for us to 
become engaged in military action, either 
directly or through proxies, in Angola. 
Angola is a country which, unfortu- 
nately, is undergoing a rather tragic 
tribal war, resulting in some more than 
450 years of Portuguese colonial rule, a 
rule that left about 10 percent of the 
people in that country literate when it 
ended. , 

I think there is a larger meaning than 
just Angola to the amendment which 
I and a number of others have spon- 
sored. It seems clear to me that from 
ScflT effi, we should not allow the execu- 
tive branch of government to engage the 
United States', directly or indirectly, in 
military actions in any part of the world 
without the prior approval of Congress. 
The Constitution makes it very clear 


that Congress has the power to make 
war. Yet, in recent years we have lost 
that power to a considerable extent by 
the executive branch taking unilateral 
action and then presenting Congress 
with a fait accompli. 

What was attempted in this defense 
appropriation bill was to secrete moneys 
that were to go to Angola for military 
purposes, to get Congress to approve of 
those funds, not knowing what they were 
approving, and then to say that they had 
congressional approval, once those mon- 
eys were made available, if anything 
went wrong. 

I am very pleased that we are at last 
having an opportunity to vote on this 
issue up or down. 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
and esteemed chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations a question. 

As the distinguished chairman knows, 
if my amendment carries, no funds will 
be available under the defense appro- 
priation bill for use in Angola, directly 
or indirectly, for military purposes. The 
only funds that would be available would 
be for intelligence-gathering. Yet, with- 
in the last couple of weeks, we have pass- 
ed a supplemental appropriation bill 
which, conceivably, might have funds in 
it which could be used for military pur- 
poses in Angola. It is my understanding 
that the distinguished chairman has in- 
dicated that before there could be any 
reprograming of any funds that are 
subject to the supplemental appropria- 
tion bill, the chairman, when notified by 
the administration, by the President or 
anyone else in the administration, that 
such reprograming is going to take place, 
would make that fact known to the full 
Appropriations Committee. I also under- 
stand that if the full Appropriations 
Committee agreed to that request for 
reprograming, the chairman would then 
make such request to the full Senate; 
and that the full Senate, either in open 
session or in secret session, would have 
the right to approve of such funds. 

Is my understanding correct? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, there 
may be funds — the Senator said the sup- 
plemental appropriation bill? 

Mr. TUNNEY. In the supplemental ap- 
propriation bill, yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Whether in the sup- 
plemental appropriation bill or some 
carryover funds from some other year or 
appropriation, any reprograming re- 
quest under the present system— and 
there is one pending, as the Senator 
knows, for $28 million in this instance. 
The funds proposed to be reprogramed 
there are out of this particular bill and 
not funds in the supplemental or some 
past appropriation, or carryover appro- 
priation. So the pending request would 
apply to this appropriation bill. 

May I say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator, as I said yesterday when I initiated 
some effort to resolve this dilemma that 
confronted us, I said then and I repeat 
now that, in view of what I thought the 
sentiment of the Senate was then, be- 
fore this vote a few minutes ago, I an- 
nounced to my colleagues in the confer- 
ence, where the Senator was present and 
a number of other Senators, that I would 


not sign approval of reprograming in 
this instance, except and only after full 
committee hearings on this proposal and 
a report to the Senate thereon giving the 
Senate an opportunity to work its will 
on the reprograming request. I made 
that statement yesterday to the leader- 
ship as well as the distinguished Senator. 

That is the way I feel about it now. 
Anyway, th'e Senator is aware that it 
takes both the Appropriations Commit- 
tees of the House and the Senate, and 
also the Committees on Armed Services 
of the two bodies to approve this repro- 
graming request that is before, us. Then 
I think— I do not know, but I would as- 
sume the others feel as I do about it, 
particularly now after the sentiment that 
has been indicated by this vote, but even 
before that. In view of the considerable 
amount of money involved, I would not, 
where there is any dissension apparent 
in the Senate, take the responsibility for 
authorizing such a reprograming person- 
ally, and I doubt if many Senators would. 

In this matter, I do not know wheth- 
er now I shall hold any hearings at all 
on it. I feel it would be going through a 
futile exercise. I may not hold any hear- 
ings at all. There may be some develop- 
ments that will arise later that will in- 
dicate that hearings should be held. But 
as of now, with the situation before us, 
and with this amendment as it is final- 
ly resolved, I would hold no hearings at 
all. This would indicate that no funds 
could be used for that purpose. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I understand, and if 
there were an attempt to reprogram 
funds under any other appropriation 
bill that had passed — say 1974 funds or 
1975 funds, would the Senator take the 
same attitude? He is saying he would 
take the same attitude? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I would not take it. 
I have already taken it. I took it yester- 
day, I take it today, I shall take it tomor- 
row. I think the Senate has the right to 
determine in these matters. I say fur- 
ther that I have suggested in another 
area that the Senate take some affirma- 
tive action to change the present situa- 
tion. 

There are many requests for repro- 
graming. Some of them come up in a 
way that could not possibly have been 
anticipated. Some change in situation de- 
velops and the reprograming process, I 
think, is indispensable, maybe, to good 
government. But it casts upon some of 
us a pretty heavy responsibility. 

I say to the Senator, not only in re- 
spect to this particular item or request 
that is now pending, there would be, pos- 
sibly, other requests for reprograming 
coming along where I would choose, and 
where I think my colleagues on the com- 
mittee would choose, rather than make a 
decision ourselves, to hold hearings, pos- 
sibly, and report to the Senate and, with 
a resolution, give the Senate the oppor- 
tunity to express its will. But there are 
some of these requests where I do not 
think it would be expedient or neces- 
sary that every request for reprogram- 
ing through that cumbersome process. 

If there is anything further, I shall try 
to answer the Senator. 

Mr. TUNNEY. That answers my ques- 
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tion vei’y fully. I thank my distinguished 
friend and chairman for having made it 
very clear what he did yesterday in the 
way of making a decision and now am- 
plifying, on the Senate floor, what his 
understanding is with respect to future 
action on making funds available for 
Angola. ^ 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator add 
me as cosponsor to this amendment? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
guished Senator’s name be added as 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hansen). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield the floor. 

Tlie PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr, McCLELLAN. Has the Senator 
yielded the floor? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I have yielded the floor. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I shall be 
voting against the Tunney amendment, 
I feel that it is a serious mistake. The 
most that could be made available under 
the new procedures of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations just announced 
by the distinguished chairman (Mr. 
McClellan) would be $9 million, These 
funds would require reprograming. If the 
Tunney amendment is approved, there 
will be no more funds. There could be 
developments in Angola where maybe a 
little more money would be very helpful, 
it could mean ihe difference between 
winning and losing. We might want to 
provide additional funds, but it could 
not be done in time to do any good. 

We v are announcing to the world that 
we are through with Angola. I doubt if 
this is the right way to do it. I can 
understand people’s feelings, but I am 
concerned about the many assertions 
made that it would cost us hundreds of 
minions of dollars in Angola. That is so 
far from the truth. 

May I say, once more, that even if the 
Tunney amendment does not pass under 
the bill, the most that may be made 
available for CIA operations in Angola 
would be $9 million, any additional would 
require reprograming with the approval 
of the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions and the full Senate, as well as the 
Appropriations Committee in the House 
and the Armed Services Committees of 
both houses. 

We should not be establishing far 
reaching foreign policy such as this with- 
out even a hearing by the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 4 minutes to 
the distinguished minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I 
feel like another Senator who said to me 
yesterday, “When I listen to one side I 
am convinced, and when I listen to the 
other side I am convinced,” because there 
is much to be said and much has been 
said. 


I do not like the Senate making for- 
eign policy unilaterally. I, as a party 
leader, have certain responsibilities. I 
am aware, as I have said earlier, of the 
fact that the Secretary of State and, I 
presume, the President, regard this 
amendment as disastrous to. our foreign 
policy In that part of the world. 

Let me state the other side of it which 
also concerns me. I do not like us to get 
into situations which may tempt us into 
escalation. I do not believe we have a 
major national policy interest in Angola. 
I do recognize that the presence of the 
Soviet Union ought to be taken into con- 
sideration, and that there should be some 
response to it. 

Now, this raises for me, frankly, a 
very serious dilemma. As I said, in speak- 
ing before the table resolution, I have 
never failed to support every President of 
the United States under whom I served 
m his foreign policy objectives, and 
sometimes that has been very difficult, 
and it has been without regard to the 
political party of the President, and I 
do believe that, as a party leader, I have 
that, at times, very difficult responsibil- 
ity of seeking to advance the announced 
foreign policy of the United States. 

So my own personal concern and my 
own heart is very heavy with the fear 
that we may reach a poini; of involve- 
ment which we have not anticipated. 

My deep concern is that we may be 
running a risk of more involvement than 
we ought to assume. 

On the other hand, as the leader here 
representing the administration’s view- 
point, I have to conclude that I am 
more directly bound to accept their as- 
sertion as fact that the foreign policy of 
the United States will be seriously ham- 
pered by the adoption of the Tunney 
amendment. This forces me with re- 
luctance to conclude that I must vote 
against the amendment. 

I have taken the lead, with others, 
in seeking compromises. I firmly believe 
the proposed compromise discussed last 
night would have been better all around. 
I do not think the country is served by 
extreme positions on either side. I think 
if we had more time we would have 
more moderation here. 

I think we are setting a very danger- 
ous precedent if we are going to uni- 
laterally alter the U.S. foreign policy 
and, for what is done here today, the 
Senate had better be prepared to ac- 
cept full responsibility. 

So I find my heart very much tilted 
in one direction. I find my sense of duty 
leading me to the conclusion that I must 
be consistent with supporting what I am 
convinced is the Ann conviction of the 
administration that this amendment 
would be bad for the national interests 
of the United States and, therefore, I 
will have to vote against the amendment 
as sympathetically as I have listened to 
the arguments on both sides. 

I may say I had not made up my mind 
until this very minute, and I have agon- 
ized over it ever since the issue arose. I 
wish these hard decisions would go away, 
but they will not. They have to be faced, 
and that is the way I am going to face 
them. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 
for yielding his time. 

Mr. President, I think there is so much 
to be said that it is difficult to synthesize 
it into the time that Is available to us 
today. Of course, there has been extended 
debate on the floor of the Senate in the 
last 2 days in both closed session and 
open session in Regard to this issue. 

Let me say only this: The distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota, in the 
session the day before yesterday, made 
some comment about actions taken by 
the Senate which might be interpreted 
as fools following the fools. The diffi- 
culty I have is determining who are the 
fools that the rest are following. 

I have a very difficult problem of res- 
olution in my own mind based upon the 
almost total lack of Information that 
this Senate had before us on which to 
base our judgment. 

I think there is one thing that has 
emerged very clearly from all of these 
discussions, and that is the administra- 
tion is still following the practices that 
have grown up over the years: They be- 
lieve they can still, on sensitive matters, 
brief only a few Members of the Senate 
and have their policies adopted without 
a full and open discussion in the Senate 
of the United States. 

Rightly or wrongly that time has end- 
ed and I hope the administration in all 
of its departments and agencies will have 
come to the conclusion at last that they 
must bring the Senate of the United 
States into the discussion and give us 
the facts by which we can make our own 
determination. 

There is as of today a confusion con- 
cerning the facts of reprograming money 
and how much money is available. The 
fact is that under the Tunney amend- 
ment, if it is adopted — and I have no 
doubt that it will be — no sufficient mon- 
eys can be reprogramed to keep any kind 
of a viable operation going in Angola 
during the period of time we are trying 
to determine whether or not there should 
be one. 

The result will be, as a matter of fact, 
that whatever operations the United 
States is involved in in Angola will 
cease — let me repeat, will cease. Let us 
not kid ourselves one minute about the 
fact that in some way we may be able 
to reprogram and keep this program go- 
ing in Angola while we decide in Janu- 
ary or February what it is we want to do. 
We are making that decision today. 

Who are the fools following which 
fools? Where is the information on which 
we should be making our determination 
in regard to the cutoff of the program, a 
change of policy because, make no mis- 
take about it, there is in this amend- 
ment a change’ of policy. 

It would seem to me that on a matter 
of this gravity we should have in any 
kind of logic or good sense given our- 
selves the time to develop the informa- 
tion base, which was not provided us by 
the administration in the ordinary course 
of events up here, so that we could make 
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an informed Judgment about what our 
foreign policy decision should be. 

The Senator from California, exercis- 
ing a perfect r|gh,t on his part, has forced 
Us to make a decision before the Senate 
of the United States has enough infor- 
mation upon which it can make that 
decision, 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield for 
a brief comment? 

Mr, McCLURE. A very brief one. 

! Mr. NUNN. X want to answer that last 
statement of the Senator. 

We are being forced to make a decision 
within adequate inf formation. We are 
being forced to make a decision with in- 
adequate information. We are being 
forced to make a .decision, that could be 
fundamentally important to the United 
States pf America without having ade- 
quate information, 

I have heard in the last few minutes 
classified information, I do not know 
whether it is absolutely accurate, that 
rebutes a lot of 'what was said in the 
secret session, here yesterday. We have 
heal'd a one-sided presentation. 

I dp not in any way blame the people 
who feel the way they do on the Tunney 
_ amendment. But on the other hand, in 
the secret session we hear one thing and 
now other information which cannot be 
talked about on the floor, yet we are being 
called on under a time limitation to vote 
on an amendment. 

There may be other people who feel like 
I do, and, that is, it is very uncomfort- 
able to have to make the kind of decision 
we are going to make with this kind of 
tim.e limitation when we are getting new 
Information about every 15 minutes on 
this subject. 

I, personally, am very disturbed about 
this uncomfortable, awkward, and I 
thijjk irresponsible position which we are 
placed in, I do not blame any one in- 
dividual, but I tlflnk it is not the way to 
run a government. 

Mr. MIcCLURE, I thank the Senator 
from Georgia and X agree with his senti- 
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr, McCLURE. .1 .yield the Senator 
from New York 5 minutes. 

Mr, BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I con- 
cur with all the sentiments expressed by 
the Senator from Idaho and the Senator 
from Georgia* 

The fact is that we are subverting our 
own procedures, procedures designed by 
the Congress of the United States, for 
better or for worse, to oversee necessary 
activities of a sensitive, delicate type 
that require a flexibility of approach 
that this body simply Is not equipped to 
handle. 

In the process, I believe that we are 
throwing some signals around the world 
that can be extraordinarily dangerous 
in its potential. . 

Let us face It, we are not talking about 
Angola. in this respect, but we are talk- 
ing about the impressions that coun- 
tries around the globe, friend and foe 
alike, will have from the action of this 
body in arbitrarily and abruptly cutting 
operations that the administration is 
pursuing in full accordance with the law. 


negotiations and operations that do not 
commit the United States down the line 
to extravagance or something that would 
lead to warfare. 

We seem to have abandoned any con- 
fidence in the legislation we enacted last 
year, the war powers law, which was 
supposed to have protected us from any 
such possibility, and at the same time we 
are preempting the work of the Church 
committee. 

Let us face it, the Soviet Union is a 
serious power. The Soviet Union has ob- 
jectives that cannot be described as 
either peaceful or friendly. The Soviet 
Union is willing to make large commit- 
ments. The Soviet Union can ' keep 
secrets. 

It seems to me that what we are doing 
here today can only encourage further 
Soviet adventurism around the globe, 
and It can only discourage uncommitted 
nations or weak nations from ever look- 
ing toward the United States for any 
kind of support. 

I believe, Mr. President, that this is 
a course of action that we are taking that 
can only be described as reckless, ill- 
considered, and dangerous. 

I know that there is no hope of defeat- 
ing the Tunney amendment, but I hope 
that it will, nevertheless, be defeated. I 
hope that over the intervening weeks 
Members of this body will reflect on what 
it is we are doing, reflect on the fact that 
in a very important way we are usurping 
the responsibilities that the Constitution 
of the United States places primarily in 
the Executive, that we have, in fact, 
destroyed the abilities of this Govern- 
ment to conduct covert operations. 

I hope, Mr. President, that this amend- 
ment will be defeated. 

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator from 
California yield? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes, I yield to the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the issue 
before us is very clear, as several Mem- 
bers here have stated. 

The question is whether this body 
wishes to go on record at this time 
favoring the possible expenditure of an 
additional $9 million In a tribal civil 
war in central Africa. 

The question is really that simple. 

As we know from other discussions 
here, it is not going to be possible to 
receive other funds through a reprogram- 
ing or other methods. So the decision the 
Members of this body must make is 
whether they feel that by spending 
another $9 million, that somehow the 
policies of our Government in Angola 
are going to be suddenly tamed around. 

I think, in view of the magnitude of 
the problem on both sides, that is 
inconceivable. 

I think befoi’e yielding back, because 
I know there are Members that are pre- 
pared to vote, that we ought to face up 
to that issue, each of us. 

One can say many things about why 
we ought to be in Angola or ought not to 
be, but the real question is, If we vote 
yes or no here, do we wish to authorize 
and appropriate the money, $9 million, 
to continue the war in central Africa. 

Mr. MORGAN. If the Senator will yield 


for a question, are we down to $9 million, 
and if we are down to $9 million how did 
we get there? 

Mr. CLARK. I think it would be. But 
it is clear from the figures the various 
committees and administration officials 
have presented to us that that is all that 
is in this bill that could conceivably be 
transferred. It is not earmarked for 
that purpose. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is not all that 
will be transferred. That is all that could 
be used without reprograming. 

Mr. CLARK. Yes; and as the Appro- 
priations Committee said. 

Mr. NUNN. Is the Senator telling us 
now, as far as the money is concerned, 
this entire amount boils down to whether 
we are going to save $9 million, or 
whether we are going to spend the $9 
million as far as the money part is con- 
cerned? 

It is not $28 million involved or $50 
million or $60 million, it is $9 million? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In this bill, there 
Is only $9 million. 

Mr.. NUNN. I would just like to ob- 
serve — 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That could be used. 
None of the rest in this bill can be used 
without reprograming, but I have ad- 
vised the Senate would come to the Sen- 
ate itself so it could work its will. 

Mr. NUNN. That certainly Is a fact. 
In my opinion. I do not think enough 
people realize that is the amount of 
money we are talking about. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Arkansas. 

I think the distinguished minority 
leader indicated in his opening remarks 
that he was heavyhearted. He was con- 
cerned about the U.S. Senate assuming 
the full responsibility of the decision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I 
interrupt a moment to say that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas has only 1 minute 
remaining. I wanted him to be aware 
of that. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
beg the Chair’s pardon, it is 40 minutes 
to the side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

unanimous consent 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am compelled to 
ask unanimous consent for another 15 
minutes on each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I was under the im- 
pression I had 40 minutes. I am very 
sorry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 

As I was indicating, X, too, am heavy- 
hearted because we are going to assume 
the full responsibility here today, not be- 
cause I do not want us to, but because I 
am firmly convinced we are going to as- 
sume the full responsibility for denying 
the U.S, Government an option In for- 
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eign policy for somewhere between $9 
million and $28 million, which could be 
determinative of America’s relationship 
with the Soviet Union and, more impor- 
tantly, because we are doing it predomi- 
nantly upon misinformation or lack of 
information. 

Suffice it to say that there has not been 
a committee meinber reporting to this 
Senate who spoke to the Secretary of 
State of the United States before this 
matter came to the floor of the Senate. 
As a matter of fact, while we come here 
today to vote oh this, it is only by acci- 
dent that informally the Secretary of 
State was called to tell us the facts about 
the options he is trying to protect here. 

I can say this, if he is to be believed 
then we are acting upon either the im- 
pressions or opinions of other than the 
Secretary of State, which are different 
from his in at least five major areas. 
Without going into details, I will say 
what they are: his opinion as to whether 
we are alining ourselves with white 
South Africa so as to cause all of black 
Africa to be against us. His answer is, no. 
To the contrary, we have been invited by 
two major black countries to continue 
this participation for the next few weeks. 

Second, suffice it to say that we have 
not been told all the facts as to why 
Chipa is no longer putting some arma- 
ment in this area. I will not go beyond 
that. 

Siiffice it to say that we have been led 
to believe this is a unilateral effort on 
our part. We have been told some of our 
NATO allies have been talked to; that 
the OA Unity group in South Africa has 
been called upon and will be working on 
the matter’. 

Suffice it to say we have been told 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 4 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMENTCI. I thank the Senator 
for the time yielded, and thank him for 
accommodating me. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Mississippi. 

. Mr. STEnnIS. Mr. President, if I may, 
I would like to point out I do not care 
anything about the vote one way or the 
other, particularly at this time, favorable 
or not as to the money for Angola, I 
believe the Senator from California has 
already won his point. He has driven 
home the principles he is fighting for. He 
has obtained results. There will be none 
of this new money spent in Angola with- 
out the consent of the two Appropriations 
Committees of the Congress plus, as the 
Senator from Arkansas has said, this 
body. So, Mr. President, this primarily 
is a foreign relations policy question. We 
are attempting to decide .the question 
he.re as a rider, a limitation, on an ap- 
propriation bill. 

We ought to have the testimony and 
the counsel of the Foreign Relations 
and Foreign Affairs and other commit- 
tees. The policy question ought to be de- 
cided in a bill, after hearings, and not 
as a limitation on an appropriation bill. 

We are not going to settle the Angola 
question here with a little limitation on 
an appropriation bill. We are not going 
to settle it tonight, tomorrow, this year 
or next year, in my humble opinion. This 
is going to be a long, drawn-out affair in- 


volving many of the countries of Africa. 
But where is the Senate going in the 
meantime? 

We have a $90 billion appropriation 
bill, plus the additional part, that is in the 
3-month period. 

It has been worked on now for 13 
months, to my own knowledge, by this 
subcommittee, and the Armed Services 
Committee considered the authorization 
for the military hardware and personnel 
and research that is in it, Some of the 
best staff members on Capital Hill have 
worked laboriously on this entire bill. 
All adjustments have been made, every- 
thing has been considered, as to what 
will our spending policy for armament, 
research and personnel for the military. 
This is for 12 months and an additional 
3 -month period. 

What do our adversaries think of us? 
We have already run over 6 months into 
the year for which we are supposed to 
appropriate. This will take it over an- 
other month — 7 months out of 12 for 
this period for which we are appropriat- 
ing already gone. 

If I was an adversary of this country, 

1 would be thinking, ‘‘Those people do 
not know what they want and they do 
not know how to get anything set-tied 
when they do want it.” 

The Senator from California has es- 
tablished his point. I ana not directing 
anything at him except victory for his 
side of this matter. 

The Senator won his point for getting 
consideration on this particular money. 

There must be a policy evolved. I have 
been wanting more of a policy evolved 
on all covert matters. I have never liked 
the taste of it. 

I will say if this country is going to run 
its foreign relations and military affairs 
and everything else, by limitations com- 
ing in at the last minute, with half of 
the year gone, as limitations on appro- 
priations bills and thereby set vast, 
worldwide policy questions, then we are 
on the way down. Everybody will know it 
except us. 

I say this deliberately because I am 
concerned. 

I hope that what little I can say— I do 
not expect „to change votes— will have 
some warning value. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 4 minutes have expired. 

Mr . KENNEDY. Will the Senator yield 

2 minutes? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Does the Senator want 
another minute or two to complete his 
remarks? 

Mr. STENNIS. I would like to continue 
for another minute. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield. 

Mr. STENNIS. I would just like to 
mention several programs that are con- 
sidered important. They have been de- 
bated when the bill was up. The money 
has been put in the bill. All Items are still 
being held up. No contract plans can be 
made. Industry is standing by and the 
Department is standing by. Everybody is 
standing by having to wait, wait, wait 
6 months, almost 7 months, but nothing 
can be done. 

I plead for a better policy than that, 
not just for the Department of Defense, 
but for all departments. Otherwise, we 


are not handling our affairs, I humbly 
suggest and with great respect to every- 
one, in the right method and in the right 
manner, and we are not being effective. 
Particularly, let us not try here to settle 
a worldwide policy question by a rider on 
an appropriation bill. How far can we 
go? 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator yield 
3 minutes? 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I think 
our distinguished colleague and chair- 
man of the Armed Services Committee 
has put the question very clearly, when 
he states that the real issue is whether 
we are or are not going to decide policy. 

I believe everyone in this body remem- 
bers the years when, by the failure of 
the Congress to act on the Vietnam is- 
sue, we had indeed voted for a defense 
appropriation that was thrown back to 
us time and time again, and that we were 
in error by approving a policy that kept 
us in Vietnam. Every Member of this 
body remembers that. 

Without the inclusion of the Tunney 
amendment we will be saying exactly the 
same thing with regard to Angola. We 
will permit the administration to say, 
without the Tunney amendment, that we 
have known about our Nation’s involve- 
ment in Angola, and yet we are un- 
prepared to take a position on this pol- 
icy issue. 

I would agree with the Senator from 
Mississippi, that tills is the issue, whether 
we are going to pass an appropriation 
bill that is going to permit the admin- 
istration to say, “They knew about it up 
there in the Senate of the United States 
and refused to take a position,” or 
whether we are going to heed the lessons 
of Vietnam. As shown by the early votes 
on this issue we have a clear bipartisan 
majority in this Senate insisting, that 
we have learned the lesson of Vietnam 
as it applies to covert activity in Third 
World countries, and that we are going 
to stamp into policy on this bill this 
afternoon the fact that we in the U.S. 
Senate do not concur with the adminis- 
tration, which apparently has not 
learned the policy and has not learned 
the lessons of Vietnam by suggesting 
that we abandon the Tunney amend- 
ment. 

I am hopeful that for the very reasons 
that the Senator from Mississippi has 
stated, for the policy reasons, the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia will be overwhelmingly accepted. 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
question is not whether we decide to act 
in this manner but it is how we decide to 
act, whether we decide to act in haste or 
act deliberately. 

Are we going to Just undercut the 
executive branch of the Government, 
which is following the outlines of con- 
gressional options, and cut off what they 
have already started without proper 
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deliberations, without the full Informa- 
tion that we are entitled to have? 

Certainly it Is not a matter of favor- 
ing covert action, but I think it Is a mat- 
ter of considering at some length what 
the future policy should be, and con- 
tinuing the present support for the time 
being, in order that we can act in Janu- 
■ ary or February, after considering all 
sides and all the facts and knowing what 
w e are doing. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, will 
tire Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. BARTLETT, You bet. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Why not just put on a 
moratorium now, and let the admin- 
istration come up and defend the policy? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time ? 

Mr. TUNNEY. Does the Senator wish 
more time? 

Mr. BARTLETT, Yes, I would appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield the Senator 
another minute. 

Mr. BARTLETT, I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

There was nothing in the legislation 
wdiich authorized the executive branch 
to counter covert actions by the Soviets 
with covert actions by ourselves, and to 
come up to Congress and justify that, 
other than to do It through committee. 
Tills is being done. But if we act very 
precipitously here, in great haste, and 
undercut them, who would really be 
speaking for the United States? I think 
they would be saying around the world 
that we are speaking with a forked 
tongue, that no one knows what the 
United States is doing, that the execu- 
tive branch says one thing and Congress 
acts contrary to that. 

I think we should support the admin- 
istration until we have a chance to con- 
sider tills matter in a deliberate fashion, 
as a deliberative body should. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may require. 

I would like to preface my remarks by 
saying that whatever I may say is said 
with due deference to and respect for my 
colleagues who may have differing views 
from those which I shall express. I speak 
more, Mr. President, in the role of a 
Senator than I do as chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, because as 
chairman of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee I have little concern about whether 
some particular item in an appropriation 
bill is stricken out or some item is added 
to the bill. Certainly that is true when 
the sum involved is only $9 million. 

But there is something much greater 
involved here than just $9 million. 

Mr. President, I made every effort I 
could to bring about a solution to this 
situation. First, I sought not to have any 
expenditure made between now and when 
Congress returns, Yesterday afternoon in 
the conference that has been referred to 
there was an apparent agreement, or 
obviously a possibility of an agreement 
to let the administration spend this $9 
million, with the additional balance of $3 
nUllion they still have in the reserve 
fund, which would carry the issue over 
until we come back in January at which 
time or during which time I proposed to 
call the Appropriations Committee to- 


gether and hold hearings, and give the 
administration an opportunity to make 
its case. I said the committee would then 
report to the Senate on the pending re- 
programing request and give the Senate 
an opportunity to work its will. 

That was clearly understood. There 
can be no mistake about it. Now this 
morning the Senate comes in and turns 
down the $9 million in this bill. This ac- 
tion denies the opportunity for the ad- 
ministration to thoroughly make its case 
and for us to hold hearings and do what 
this body should do, conscientiously con- 
sider and fully deliberate on this issue. 

We are signaling to the world today— 
we are signaling to the Kremlin at this 
hour that now that you are there, what- 
ever your ambitions are, whatever your 
goals may be— even to establish a mili- 
tary base right across the shipping lanes 
of the Atlantic, we are moving out, and 
“you can have it.” We are saying we will 
not even invest $9 million for 3 or 4 
weeks’ time, to give us an opportunity to 
properly consider and deliberate upon 
this issue before we decide it. 

. Yes, I think there will be great elation 
in the Kremlin when they know what we 
are doing and have done. I think there is 
confusion and consternation in other 
countries, who look to us for leadership 
and wonder whether our word is good 
any longer, or whether this Nation is so 
divided that there can be no reliance 
upon the efforts of our constitutional 
officers whose duty it is to conduct for- 
eign affairs for us. 

Well, you have made the decision. To- 
day you strain at a gnat. When you get 
the foreign aid bill up, which provides 
f bdhon in military aid to Israel and 
$750 million to Egypt, Israel’s enemy, in 
economic funds, you do not strain there 
you swallow a camel. 

What kind of a policy does this Nation 
* think there is good reason for 
the Senate, in meeting its responsibility, 
to weigh most carefully the whole policy 
m this field. But it is not weighing it 
carefuHy now. It is precipitously saying 
All light, Mr. Soviet, we are stepping 
out; take what you want. You have got 
the arms over there; you can overpower 

tl \ es , e ,, t ! eopI ? if you want to, you can 
establish military bases if you like We 
have no further interest.” 

God save America from that kind of a 
retreating foreign policy and the con- 
sequences thereof. You will have your 
way today but this can well be a sad day 
indeed for America and other areas of 
the non-Communist world. 

Several Senators: Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I have 
listened closely and carefully to the Sen- 
ator from Idaho (Mr. McClure) , the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. Nunn) , and 
the Senator from New York (Mr Buck- 
ley) . 

I associate myself with these remarks. 
Much of the argument heard on this is- 
sue has been based unon inadequate and 
oftentimes faulty information. 

I am sure we all agree that we do not 
want to back into another war with our 
eyes closed. I would hope, on the other 
hand, that with the important negotia- 


tions taking place between our country 
and the Soviets, we would not resolve a 
worldwide policy issue in the fashion and 
with as few facts as we presently possess 
Mr. President, I think the proposal 
made by the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee has great 
merit. I regret that it was not given the 
consideration I believe it deserves. 

I shall vote against the Tunney 
amendment. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in consider- 
ing the dangerously evolving situation in 
Angola, in what has become the first 
major test of post-Vietnam policy, it is 
discouraging in the extreme that so little 
appears to have been learned from the 
past. Once again, a long and largely se- 
cret U.S. involvement in a distant coun- 
try lias reached the threshold of a major 
commitment. And, until recently, few 
have been in a position to raise funda- 
mental questions regarding the direction 
and nature of this policy. 

There is little need to trace the de- 
tailed history of the present situation in 
Angola, The United States, Soviet Union 
People's Republic of China, and most re- 
cently South Africa have all attempted 
both indirectly, and directly to influence 
the balance of power in that country 
For years three competing local factions, 
the MPLA, FNLA, and UNITA have 
sought to dominate this newly emergent 
country. For years, this struggle was ob- 
scure and hardly noticed; suddenly, it 
is being debated everywhere. 

What, then, is the reason for this 
dramatic upsurge hr interest in Angola? 
It is difficult to believe, as some have 
claimed, that it is due to any new-found, 
strategic importance in Angola itself. 
Angola has always possessed significant 
mineral resources and has always been 
the beneficiary of a fine harbor with mil- 
itary potential. 

Rather, increased American concern 
in Angola appears to result from 
increased Soviet involvement in Angola. 
The United States has been caught re- 
acting to Soviet initiatives, while the 
goals of American policy remain un- 
defined. 

As the situation now stands, unless the 
United States injects a massive amount 
of military assistance, the Soviet-backed 
MPLA will emerge victorious. But what 
will the Soviets have gained for all their 
intrigue and efforts? 

Quite simply, any Soviet “victory” will 
be short-lived. The most powerfui force 
in the nonalined world is nationalism— 
an ideology that rejects external control 
regardless of whether the ideology comes 
from the East or West. One has only to 
recall recent Soviet failures in Egypt and 
Mozambique to realize this fundamental ' 
fact characterizing the world today. 
Tragically, the United States is forfeiting 
opportunities for long-term benefits in 
Africa and elsewhere by over-reacting to 
the short-term Soviet initiative in An- 
gola. The United States would do far 
better to take a long view of history, • 
condemning all outside interference in 
Angola while concentrating on more con- 
structive policies of assisting economic 
and social development in Angola and 
elsewhere. 

Moreover, the United States has been 
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tainted in all Africa by its “guilt by 
association” with the Government of 
South Africa. As a result, we are sure 
not only to fare badly in Angola, but we 
are sure to fare badly throughout the 
entire continent of Africa until this ill- 
advised association is dissolved. 

Today, more than 20 years since the 
initial American involvement in Viet- 
nam, it seems that the foreign policy of 
the United States is still guided by the 
philosophy of containment Yet cold war 
perceptions of global strategy and “zero- 
sum” competition with the Soviet Union 
bear little relevance to a situation dic- 
tated mostly by local loyalties defined 
primairly by region and tribe. Manu- 
factured rationales for the United States 
involvement in Angola cannot hide the 
fact that Angola itself is not the issue; 
rather, it would appear that Angola has 
been chosen as but the most recent sym- 
bol of U.S. determination to act inter- 
nationally. 

Before the United States further in- 
volves itself in Angola, it is the responsi- 
bility of the administration to explain 
fully its policy both to Congress arid the 
American people. Many questions remain 
unanswered. What is the strategic im- 
portance of Angola? What are the impli- 
cations of either continuing or terminat- 
ing our Involvement? What diplomatic 
alternatives exist bilaterally with the 
Soviet Union or multilaterally in the 
United Nations for the United States? 

Ultimately, however, Angola may be 
most important for providing a dramatic 
reminder that the United States has yet 
to fashion a coherent foreign policy for 
the post-Vietnam era. What is clear is 
that expectations of detente must be 
lowered. Detente is not a mutual com- 
mitment between superpowers who sup- 
port the status quo but rather a fluid 
relationship which primarily attempts 
to avoid direct confrontation. And be- 
yond a more realistic view of detente, 
what is required is a new definition of 
interests and commitments — one which 
is supported by the American people and 
which recognizes the limitations of 
America’s ability to influence events 
everywhere in the world. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I am ready to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arkansas yield back the 
remainder of his time? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield it back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from California (Mr. 
Tunney) , as amended. Op this question, 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mir. McGEE (when his name was 
called) . On this vpte I have a pair with 
the distinguished Senator from the State 
of Washington (Mr. Jackson). If he 
were present and voting, he would vote 
“nay.” If I were at liberty to vote, I 
would vote "yea.” I withhold my vote. 

The legislative clerk resumed the call 
of the roll. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will suspend. 

The clerk is having difficulty hearing 
responses of Senators. 

The Senate will be in order. 

The clerk may proceed. 

The legislative clerk resumed the call 
of the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will suspend. The Senate will be in 
order so Senators may hear their names 
When called. The Senate is not in order. 
Senators are asked to take their conver- 
sations to the cloakroom. 

The clerk will not proceed until the 
Senate Is in order. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
some Senators .have airline reservations. 
I hope Senators will heed the request of 
the Chair in the Chair’s efforts to get 
order in the Senate which is the duty of 
the Chair, by the way, under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate Is still not in order. 

The clerk may proceed. 

The legislative clerk resumed and con- 
cluded the call of the rqll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order in the Senate and 
may the well be cleared? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators 
and staff members are asked to clear the 
well. Senators are asked to take their 
conversations to the cloakrooms. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The Chair thanks Senators. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. -I announce 
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
Bayh), the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
Bentsen) , the Senator frorri Nevada (Mr. 
Cannon) , the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
Chix.es) , the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
Eagleton) , the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. Eastland) , the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mr. Jackson) , the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. Johnston), the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. Montoya), the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas- 
tore), the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Stevenson), the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. Stone) , the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. Hartke), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. Hollings), and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia (Mr. Talmadge) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. Church) is absent on official 
business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
Church) , the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Pastore), and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. Stone) would each vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock) , 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr, Dole), 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Fannin), 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Fong), 
the Senator from' Arizona (Mr. Gold- 
water), the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
Laxalt) , and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Mathias) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Airizona (Mr. 
Goldwater) would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced— yeas 54, 
nays 22, as follows : 


[Bollcall Vote No. 611 Leg.] 
YEAS— 54 


Abourezk 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Allen 

Hathaway 

Pell 

Biden 

Helms 

Percy 

Brooke 

Huddleston 

Proxmlre 

Bumpers 

Humphrey 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Riblcoff 

Byrd, Robert C. Javits 

Roth 

Case 

Kennedy 

Schweiker 

Clark 

Leahy 

Scott, 

Cranston 

Magnuson 

William L. 

Culver 

Mansfield 

Stafford 

Durkin 

McGovern 

Stevens 

Ford 

McIntyre 

Symington 

Garn 

Metcalf 

Taft 

Glenn 

Mondale 

Tunney 

Gravel 

Moss 

Weicker 

Hart, Gary 

Muskie 

Williams 

Hart, Philip A. 

Nelson 


Haskell 

Packwood 



NAYS— 22 


Baker 

Domenici 

Nunn 

Bartlett 

Griffin 

Scott, Hugh 

Beall 

Hansen 

Sparkman 

Belimon 

Hruska 

Stennis 

Buckley 

Long 

Thurmond 

Byrd, 

McClellan 

Tower 

Harry F. P Jr, 

McClure 

Young 

Curtis 

Morgan 

PRESENT AND GIVING A 

LIVE PAIR, 

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED— 1 

McGee, for. 

NOT VOTING- 

-23 

Bayh 

Eastland 

Laxalt 

Bentsen 

Fannin 

Mathias 

Brock 

Fong 

Montoya 

Cannon 

Goldwater 

Pastore 

Chiles 

Hartke 

Stevenson 

Church 

Hollings 

Stone 

Dole 

Jackson 

Talmadge 

Eagleton 

Johnston 


So Mr. Tunney’s amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendment and request a further con- 
ference with the House of Representa- 
tives on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that the Chair be 
authorized to appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Helms) . The question is on agreeing to 
the motion. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

Tlie yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state It. 

Mr. FORD. What Is the question now ? 
If a Senator will vote “aye,” what hap- 
pens? If he votes “no,” what occurs? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
have followed the usual procedure. If the 
Senator does not want conferees, I will 
withdraw the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator withdraw his motion? 

Mr. FORD. That answers my question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is withdrawn. 

THE SENATE AND ANGOLA : IN THE TRADITION OF 
WAYNE MORSE 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, today 
the Senate has refused to accept what 
might well later have been termed the 
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equivalent of a “Gulf of Guinea Resolu- 
tion.” 

But we will now have no new “Gulf of 
Tonken Resolution” opening the way to 
a Vietnam-type disaster in Angola. 

That is the meaning of the majority 
vote for the Tunney amendment barring 
any funds in the Defense appropriations 
bill from being used “for any activities 
involving Angola other than intelligence 
gathering.” 

We have refused to commit this body 
by voting funds for covert purposes that 
could be used to more deeply involve the 
United States in a civil war. The voting 
of funds could have been cited later by 
the administration as congressional au- 
thorization of deeper and ever more 
dangerous U.S. involvement in Angola. 

We have weighed the potential con- 
sequences of intervention on an install- 
ment plan, as Wayne Morse tried to get 
his colleagues to do back in August 1964, 
when the Senate was debating the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution. 

Mr. President, we have over the past 
Several days heard repeated assurances 
that we are defending “freedom” in 
Angola. 

We have heard assurances that what 
the administration seeks, will not lead 
inevitably to escalation. 

We have heard again that the Presi- 
dent has limited intentions, and that 
Congress will have ample opportunity 
under the exercise of its constitutional 
powers, with the help of the War Powers 
Act, to restrain the President, should his 
intentions change. 

All of this has a familiar ring. 

But the simple fact remains that once 
the President involves the Nation in a 
war, whether with money, weapons, or 
men, it is harder to turn back. 

National pride becomes involved. 

Crises develop which produce emo- 
tional, not rational, reactions. 

The time to stop is at the beginning. 

Mr. President, I was not in this body 
In 1964, when the debate over the Ton- 
Jrin Gulf Resolution took place. 

The approval of that resolution led 
inevitably to .the catastrophic escalation 
of the war in Vietnam. 

There are mpny here now who were 
here then — and have long since come to 
regret the action that the overwhelming 
majority of the Senate took that day — 
on August 7, 1964, by a vote of 88 to 2. 

Just before that historic vote took 
place, the late, great Senator Wayne 
■ Morse of Oregon, who — along with the 
late, distinguished Senator from Alaska 
Ernest Gruening — were the sole dissent- 
ers that day, made a speech on the floor 
of this body. For its courage, prescience 
and inherent Wisdom, it must go down 
as one of the greatest speeches ever 
delivered in the U.S. Senate. 

Senators Morse and Gruening both 
lost their seats in 19 s 8, and died less than 
a month apart in 1974. 

Their voices cannot instruct us now. 

But, for the benefit of those who did 
ftqt hear that 1964 speech, and as a re- 
minder to those who heard, but did not 
heed Its message, I ask unanimous con- 
sent mat Senator Morse’s speech be 
printed in the record. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial, was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

Speech of Senator Mouse 

Mr. Morse. Mr. President, In view of the 
debate which took place last night, which 
we did not contemplate at the time we en- 
tered Into the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, as I have stated to the majority lead- 
er, I wish now that we had fixed the time to 
vote at 12 o'clock today. There Is little re- 
maining to add, by way of rebuttal, to what 
I said last night, except the points that I 
shall cover this morning. However, I do want 
to discuss in some detail the predated de- 
claration of war aspects of this unfortunate 
resolution. 

I hope, as I said to the majority leader, 
that the defenders of this unfortunate re- 
solution will come to the floor of the Senate 
and give a defense of it In answer to the 
points that I made In rebuttal last nlglit 
and shall amplify this morning. I am wait- 
ing for their replies. 

I have a little reply of my own to make 
this morning to the Washington Post. There 
is a very fallacious editorial In this morning’s 
Washington Post entitled “Democracy’s Re- 
sponse.” I ask unanimous consent that It be 
printed at this point In the Record. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows : 

Democracy's Response 

Congress is responding with commendable 
promptness and with an almost unanimous 
voice to President Johnson’s request for sup- 
port in the Southeast Asia crisis. The 
President consulted the leaders of both 
Houses and then asked for a supporting res- 
olution not only because he felt the neces- 
sity for congressional approval of what Is 
being done, but also because he wished to 
demonstrate before the world the unity of 
the American people in resisting Communist 
aggression. That unity has been demon- 
strated despite the reckless and querulous 
dissent of Senator Morse. 

There Is no substance in Senator Morse's 
charge that the resolution amounts to a 
"predated declaration of war." On the con- 
trary, It reaffirms the longstanding policy of 
the United States of aiding the States cov- 
ered by the Southeast Asia Collective De- 
fense Treaty In the protection of their free- 
dom as a contribution to international peace. 
It pledges military action only to resist ag- 
gression against American forces In that 
area. Of course, the President has authority 
to respond to attacks upon American forces 
without any approval In advance by Con- 
gress. So the resolution means only a re- 
commitment of the Nation to the policy It 
has been following — an almost unanimous 
recommitment in the face of the Inexplica- 
ble North Vietnamese challenge. 

This means of reasserting the national 
will, far short of a declaration of war, fol- 
lows sound precedents set In other crises. 
President Johnson noted In his message to 
Congress that similar resolutions had been 
passed at the request of President Eisen- 
hower in connection with the threat to For- 
mosa in 1955 and the threat to the Middle 
East in 1957. The same course was followed 
In 1962 at the request of President Kennedy 
to meet the missile threat In Cuba. None 
of these emergencies lead to war. Rather, 
the firm action that this country took Inter- 
rupted Communist maneuvers that might 
otherwise have led to war. 

Congress ought to be very pleased with 
the now firm establishment of this mecha- 
nism for meeting an emergency with a unit- 
ed front. Reliance solely upon the power 
of Congress to declare war as a last resort 
would not be appropriate In these days of 
repeated crises Short of war. A resolution 


of support for the executive arm in meeting 
an emergency has all the virtue of rallying 
national strength behind a firm policy — 
without taking the calamitous step of war 
in this nuclear age. We surmise that the al- 
most unanimous sentiment behind this res- 
olution on Capitol Hill reflects appreciation 
for the President’s sharing of responsibility 
as well as support for the tough punishment 
for aggression that he initiated. 

Mr. Morse. The Washington Post has 
demonstrated in editorial after editorial that 
it does not have a good constitutional law- 
yer on its editorial staff. The editorials pub- 
lished in the newspaper demonstrated that 
fact constantly. In an editorial which ap- 
peared in this morning's Issue of the news- 
paper there appears the following statement: 

"There is no substance in Senator Morse’s 
charge that the resolution amounts to a 
■predated declaration of war.’ ” 

One wonders whether or not the editorial 
writer has ever read the joint resolution. No 
one can read the joint resolution and the 
authority proposed to be given the President 
in the joint resolution without recognizing 
that it would clearly authorize the President, 
to proceed to follow whatever courses of 
action are necessary In his opinion; and such 
action would constitute authority to con- 
duct war. 

I should like to make an additional com- 
ment on a statement In the editorial In re- 
ference to resolutions ■' passed by previous 
Congresses. In the body of the editorial the 
statement Is made: 

“President Johnson noted In hls message 
to Congress that similar resolutions had been 
passed at the request of President Eisen- 
hower in connection with the threat to For- 
mosa In 1955 and the threat to the Middle 
East In 1957. The same course was follojved 
in 1962 at the request of President Kennedy 
to meet the missile threat in Cuba.” 

The editorial writer apparently had not 
read, or certainly had not read recently be- 
fore he wrote that editorial, the Cuban reso- 
lution, for there Is no similarity between the 
Cuban resolution on the one hand and the 
Formosa, the Middle East, and the pending 
resolutions on the other hand. 

But returning to the comment of the 
Washington Post that there is no sub- 
stance In Senator Morse’s charge that the 
resolution amounts to a “predated declara- 
tion of war," I should like to read for the 
benefit of that unenlightened editorial writ- 
er of the Washington Post page 2 of the 
joint resolution: 

“ Resolved by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Congress approves and supports the determi- 
nation of the President — ” 

Not the Congress, but of the President — 
“as Commander In Chief, to take all neces- 
sary measures to repel any armed attack 
against the forces of the United States and 
to prevent further aggression." 

The joint resolution thus gives the Presi- 
dent warmaking power. 

I shall come to another section of the reso- 
lution same Item In a moment. The Com- 
mander In Chief, the President of the United 
States, has the inherent constitutional power 
Immediately to defend the United States In 
case of an attack, but he does not have the 
inherent power after that immediate defense 
to proceed to make war. That Is the distinc- 
tion which this unenlightened editorial 
writer of the Washington Post has never 
grasped. 

Mr. President, the right of immediate de- 
fense is something quite different from the 
right to proceed to lay out a campaign of 
war. Under the joint resolution the President 
would be given the authority to go beyond 
Immediate self-defense of the United States 
and proceed with a war campaign. That Is 
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why I say today, as I said in 1955, and as I 
said at the time of the Middle East resolution, 
that such resolutions constitute a predated 
declaration of war. The Washington Post edi- 
torial writers ought to consult with Senators 
who occupy high positions in the Senate on 
the other side of the issue in connection 
with the defense activities of the country. 
They might be surprised to learn that they 
are not quarreling with the Senator from 
Oregon in regard to the effect of the joint 
resolution. The Joint resolution does propose 
to give the President of the United States au- 
thority beyond the inherent authority that 
he already possesses to act immediately in 
national self-defense. 

Mr. President, that is a very important dis- 
tinction, in constitutional law. The Senator 
from Oregon repeats that, under the Con- 
stitution, the President has no power to wage 
war until a declaration of war is passed by 
the Congress. The Joint resolution is a con- 
travention of article I, section 8, of the Con- 
stitution, just as the Formosa resolution and 
the Middle East resolution were contraven- 
tions of the Constitution and caused the se- 
nior Senator from Oregon in the debate on 
those two resoliitltons to take a stand in 
opposition. As one of the Armed Services 
Committee leaders of the Senate told me this 
morning. "Wayne, there is no difference be- 
tween the position that you are taking to- 
day and the position that you have taken 
consistently with regard to the other resolu- 
tions. No one can really quarrel with your 
conclusion that the Joint resolution does go 
beyond the inherent authority of the Presi- 
dent to act in the self-defense of our coun- 
try and does vest in him authority to pro- 
ceed to carry out a campaign that amounts In 
fact to. the waging of war.” 

Mr. President, I do not believe we should 
do it. It Is jjpt necessary to do it. There is 
Inherent power in the President as Com- 
mander in Chief under the Constitution to 
meet an attack immediately, and then come 
to the Congress of the United States asking 
for a declaration of war. We should reouire 
those steps, rather than give the President 
blanket authority under the Joint resolution 
to proceed to wage war without a declaration 
of war. 

Ah, but it may be said, and is said, by 
some In conversations with me, “But, Wayne, 
a President would not do that for very long.” 

I do not care whether he does it for a 
short time or a long time. It is not neces- 
sary for him to do it, so long as he has the 
Inherent authority to meet attack with Im- 
mediate self-defense actions. 

As I said In 1955, I believe It Is important 
in these trying times that we not extend 
and expand the authority of the President 
of the United States beyond the limits of 
the Constitution. 

It may be said that if the President should 
commit an unconstitutional act under the 
joint resolution, or if the joint resolution 
in effect, as argued by the Senator from 
Oregon, Is an attempt to give to the Presi- 
dent an unconstitutional power, he can be 
checked. I wish I could say that he could be. 
The difficulty in relation to these constitu- 
tional questions as they involve the Presi- 
dency of the United States. Is that we do not 
have a procedure for having them tested in 
the U.S. Supreme Court. That has been the 
subject of great discussion, concern, and de- 
bate among constitutional lawyers for many 
decades. It is difficult to bring the President 
ctf the United States before the U.S. Supreme 
Court. Our constitutional fathers provided 
for other procedural checks upon the Presi- 
dent of the United States, one of which is 
impeachment, which, of course, Is unthink- 
able when we have a President who seeks 
only in the exercise of his powers— though 
he may be mistaken in regard to having ex- 
ceeded an inherent power — to protect the 
interest of the United States. But that is a 


check that is provided in the Constitution. 
Then, of course, we check the President in 
regard to the purse strings by way of ap- 
propriations. 

We have the authority, of course, to check 
the President by way of appropriations, with 
his ancillary check on Congress of the veto. 
It is not impossible to eventually get a case 
before the Supreme Court involving the 
warmmaking powers of the President, but 
the legal road could be long and tortuous. 
The time consumed would make the ques- 
tion moot by the time It was decided as 
-far as the emergency Is concerned will give 
rise to the Issue In the first instance. 

When Congress passes a joint resolution 
such as this. It Is practically Impossible— in 
fact, I think It Impracticable — procedurally 
to have the power checked, on constitutional 
grounds, before the U.S. Supreme Court. I 
do not know, and I know of no constitutional 
lawyer who has ever been able to point out, 
a procedure by which we could bring the 
President before the Court on the charge 
that he was making war unconstitutionally. 
I can hear the Court, In refusing Jurisdiction, 
saV, "Congress will have to follow the pro- 
cedures set out In the Constitution for check- 
ing the President.” 

So I am concerned about the resolution In 
respect to Its giving to the President what 
I honestly and sincerely believe Is an uncon- 
• stitutional power — that is, the power to 
make war without a declaration of war. It 
feeds a political trend In this country that 
needs to be checked. For some time past In 
this Republic we have been moving in the 
direction of a government by executive 
supremacy. 

It is very interesting to listen to the argu- 
ments that one hears for extending and 
expanding the power of the White House. 
It is extremely important — and I speak sob- 
erly and out of a depth of great sincerity — 
that we never grant a single power to any 
President, I care not who he is, that in any 
way cannot be reconciled with that precious 
fundamental foundation of our Republic; 
namely, a system of three coordinate and 
coequal branches of Government. 

It is dangerous to the freedoms and 
liberties of the American people to vest in 
any President, at any time, under any cir- 
cumstances, power that exceeds the con- 
stitutional concept of three coordinate and 
coequal branches of Government. 

The American people will quickly lose their 
liberty if you do not stop feeding the trend 
toward Government by executive supremacy. 
In my opinion, the joint resolution would 
do Just exactly that. It would give to the 
President of the United States an authority 
which, in my judgment, he does not need, 
by any stretch of the imagination. He has 
inherent power to react, in the self-defense 
of this Republic, in the event of an immedi- 
ate attack. 

It is particularly essential that we con- 
tinue to require a President of the United 
States to conform to article I, section 8, of 
the Constitution, in regard to making war, 
and that we continue to hold any Presi- 
dent — I care not who he is — under the strict- 
est restraint with regard to the making of 
war. 

We have entered an era of civilization in 
which an unconstitutional act of war on 
the part of a President of the United States 
can lead to nuclear war and the end of 
this Republic, no matter how sincere a Presi- 
dent may be in his intentions in respect to 
exercising the power to make war. 

We need to be on guard in respect to vest- 
ing power In the White House. The White 
House has plenty of power under the Con- 
stitution. I am for giving the White House 
no more power than the Constitution gives 
him. 

I have heard sincere colleagues on the 
floor of the Senate— and I respect them — 


differ with me in regard to the effect of the 
joint resolution. There are also colleagues 
on the other side of the issue who have come 
to me and said, as did one who discussed 
it with me this morning, "Wayne, there is 
no doubt as to the effect of the resolution 
that you are pointing out, and that you 
pointed out in 1955. It bothered me in 1955; 
but we have every reason to count on the 
fact that the President of the United States 
will not abuse the power." 

Mr. President, I do not think he would 
deliberately abuse the power, but he could 
most sincerely exercise the power in a man- 
ner that would result in great damage to this 
Republic. 

There is an elementary rule of law which 
states that when we come to deal with pro- 
cedural matters, if a procedure is subject to 
abuse we had better change the procedure. 

My majority leader, who always is courte- 
ous to me and was exceedingly courteous to 
me in arranging the format for this debate, 
has heard me say many times as we have 
served together in this body that we should 
never forget that our substantive rights are 
never any better, and can never be any bet- 
ter, than our procedural rights. Our proce- 
dural rights determine onr substantive 
rights. There are no substantive rights un- 
less there are procedures for Implementing 
them. 

I have said many times — and the statement 
should be applied to this issue, because it is 
applicable — let me determine the procedure 
of any human institution or the administra- 
tion of any law, and I will determine all the 
substantive rights anyone may have under 
that law, that tribunal, or that administra- 
tive body. Let me determine the procedure 
of any courtroom, and I will determine all 
the substantive rights that can be adjudi- 
cated in that courtroom. 

Although some critics will say that this 
principle Involves a legalistic abstraction, 
nevertheless the great principles of so- 
called legalistic abstraction are principles 
that determine, in the last analysis, whether 
one remains a free man or not. This is true 
because the procedures of our Government 
written into the Constitution and the laws 
of our country determine our substantive 
rights as freemen. 

In my Judgment, the pending joint res- 
olution tinkers with and impairs the great 
procedural rights of the American people 
written in article I, section 8 of the Consti- 
tution — namely, that the power and the right 
to declare war is vested in the Congress, and 
not in the President of the United States. 

War cannot be declared speculatively; war 
cannot be declared in futuro under article 
I, section 8 of the Constitution. War cannot 
be declared to meet hypothetical situations 
yet to arise on the horizons of the world. War 
Is declared in relation to existing operative 
facts of the moment of the call for a declara- 
tion of war. 

In the resolution before the Senate— and 
I shall read the section to which I have re- 
ferred and another section momentarily— 
the President of the United States would be 
given power to make war in relation to opera- 
tive facts not now in existence, but which 
may come into existence in futuro. That 
cannot be reconciled with article I, section 
8 of the Constitution. 

For the education of the unenlightened 
editor of the Washington Post who wrote 
the ignorant editorial in respect to this con- 
stitutional point, I hope he will reread arti- 
cle I, section 8 of the Constitution, and 
that he will read again — assuming that he 
ever read the resolution before he wrote 
the editorial — the section to which I have 
referred and read, and which I repeat. That 
part of the joint resolution reads: 

"The Congress approves and supports the 
determination of the President, as Com- 
mander in Chief, to take all necessary meas- 
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urea to repel any armed attack against the 
forces of the United States and to prevent 
further aggression.” 

Let us analyze that sentence for a mo- 
ment. Let us analyze that part of the sen- 
tence that deals with the Inherent power 
of any. commander In chief, any President, 
to react Immediately In the defense of this 
Republic. That part of the sentence Is not 
needed. He has that power now. If there Is 
to be read Into that part of the sentence 
which starts on line 4 — “to take all necessary 
measurse to repel any armed attack against 
the forces of the United States” — authority 
to commit an act of aggression, preventive 
in nature. It goes beyond the Constitution. 

That was my argument in 1955. How well 
I remember it. In 1955 I participated in the 
same format of committee organization in 
which I took part yesterday; namely, a Joint 
meeting of the Armed Services Committee 
and the Foreign Relations Committee. I op- 
posed the Formosa resolution. My recollec- 
tion Is that In committee In 1955 two of us 
took that position. When we came to the 
floor of the Senate, my recollection Is that 
I was supported by a third member, as I said 
last night, the great Senator from New York, 
Herbert Lehman; and I believe we ended In 
1855 with three Senators voting against the 
resolution. As Iremember my opening speech 
la 1955 — andj,he ' Record will speak for It- 
self— I said, as I say now, that I was stand- 
ing In a position on the floor of the Senate 
In which a few other liberals had stood 
throughout the iilstory of this great par- 
liamentary body. Like them I was confront- 
ed .with the choice of telling the American 
people what I was satisfied they were en- 
titled to know about their foreign policy, 
and run the risk of violating the rules of 
secrecy of the Senate, thereby risking the 
discipline of the Senate, or falling In my ob- 
ligation to tell the American people things 
tha,t J , thought they were entitled to know 
la regard to the foreign policy of the coun- 
try and avoid running the risk of being dis- 
ciplined by the Senate. 

If Senators will read that speech they 
will see. that I said I thought I could give 
•the American people what they should be 
warned about within the rules of the Sen- 
ate, without subjecting myself to Senate 
discipline. Senators will find that I said — I 
paraphrase the speech, but accurately: 

“I wish to tell the American people that 
this a preventive war resolution; and If 
any Senator has any question about It, let 
him go to the floor below and read the testi- 
hlm go to the Foreign. Relations Committee 
on the floor below 'and read' the testimony 
of the Secretary* of' State— " 

Who was then John Foster Dulles — 

“and the testimony of the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Military Estab- 
lishment — ” 

Who was then Admiral Radford. 

Isald: 

“If. Senators will read that testimony, they 
will know that behind this resolution is the 
proposal that the Military Establishment 
and those in charge of American foreign pol- 
icy are to be given the authority to make a 
strike against the mainland of China' before 
China makes a strike against the United 
States. Such a strike would be an act of 
aggression. Such" a strike would he an act 
of war. Authorization for such a strike In 
the Formosa resolution amounts to seeking 
to give to the Military Establishment, With- 
out a declaration of war, the' power to make 
war. Senators will find that clear power in 
the resolution.” J, ’* 

Senators will remember that in 1055 the 
senior Senator from Oregon took that posi- 
tion In the hearing before the committee. Sly 
position became known. "After I took that 
position the chairman of the committees sit- 
ting jointly, Mr. Walter George, of Georgia, 
declared a recess, and announced that he 


would go to the White House for the pur- 
pose of discussing with the President the 
argumefit that I had made in committee. He 
went to the White House. Out of that con- 
ference came the famous White House pro- 
nouncement with respect to the Formosa res- 
olution, In which President Eisenhower an- 
nounced that he, and he alone, would make 
the decision under that resolution as to what 
course of action this Government would fol- 
low In implementing the Formosa resolution. 

Senator George came back and had a con- 
ference with me. He thanked me for what 
he considered to be the service I had ren- 
dered. He said, “It was a very Important 
service. I would not support the resolution 
in the absence of the White House an- 
nouncement," He said, “Wayne, 1 hope you 
will work with me now to help get the 
resolution through the Senate.” 

I said to the chairman of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, who served ori that oc- 
casion as chairman of the committees sitting 
Jointly. “That does not make It any better 
so far as I am concerned. You missed the 
point of my objection. Although the testi- 
mony In committee would have left the Im- 
pression that the Secretary of State and the 
military officials could have made the deci- 
sion, they will still be making the decision, 
because the President will follow their ad- 
vice.” I said, “I would not vote for It if 
they had no voice In it at all, because I will 
not vote to give to any President this power, 
because the Congress of the United States 
must Jealously guard its prerogatives under 
article I, section 8 of the Constitution. All 
that the President needs to do Is to come be- 
fore Congress and ask for a declaration of 
war. He has Inherent authority to meet an 
emergency that requires national self-de- 
fense action prior to the time he gets to the 
Congress.” 

Senators will note in the Record that I 
used the beginning of the war with Japan as 
a precedent. I said. “After the strike at Pearl 
Harbor, Franklin Delano Roosevelt exercised 
the power as Commander In Chief to defend 
tihs country In national self-defense, but he 
came to Congress for a declaration of war. 

I made that argument In 1955. I repeated 
It in summary form at the time of the Mid- 
dle East difficulty, and I am summarizing it 
again in this historic debate. 

I have heard no answer in all the inter- 
vening years to the constitutional point that 
I now raise, and of which the editor of the 
Washington Post who wrote the editorial this 
morning Is abysmally ignorant. 

Mr. President, this joint resolution Is not 
needed for the defense of the Republic. It 
should not be used to make an end run 
around article I. section 8, of the Constitu- 
tion. So long as an attack Is in progress, the 
President has the Inherent power to protect 
the Republic In self-defense. But there Is 
reserved to Congress, under the Constitution, 
the responsibility of passing judgment on 
whether or not even an attack calls for our 
deplarlng war. it may very well foe that after 
a response to an attack, the attacking party 
may start diplomatic maneuvers Into mo- 
tion — to surrender, to capitulate, to ask for 
a negotiated settlement, or to resort to the 
rule of law — which might cause Congress, In 
exercising its authority under the Constitu- 
tion, to check the President and cause him 
to" decide not to make war at that time. It 
is an important procedural check. 

It Is easy, understandable, and natural In 
. a .time of high national emotion, In a time 
of strong patriotic fervor, to say, "Give ’em 
th,e works.” It Is also true that in such an 
hqur of high national emotion and hysteria, 
we who sit In seats of responsibility, so far 
as* the legislative process Is concerned, can 
say, "Let us wait. Let us first analyze the 
situation on the facts and then vote the au- 
thority that Is needed lo protect the country. 
Sincere and lionest men can differ as to the 


procedural form that the grant of such au- 
thority shall take.” 

In 1955 and again In 1957 the senior Sena- 
tor from Oregon took the position, as he 
does in the Instance of this resolution, that 
the Middle East resolution and the Formosa 
resolution would be grants of authority to 
the President, to exercise power which would 
amount to predated declarations of war. That 
should not he done. It is not necessary. All 
the world knows that any country that at- 
tacks the United States will be met lmmedla- 
ately with the exercise of the inherent power 
of the President, under the Constitution, to 
defend the Republic. All the world knows 
that If any country continues an attack upon 
this country, the President will come before 
this body and quickly, as the great Roosevelt 
did after Pear Harbor, In 1941, obtain from 
Congress a declaration of war. What more is 
needed? 

A constitutional principle . Is Involved. It 
Is dangerous to give to any President an un- 
checked power, after the passage of a joint 
resolution, to make war. Consider the proce- 
dural conmpllcatlons that could develop If 
Congress decided that the President was 
making serious mistakes In the conduct of a 
personal war — for It would be a Presidetlal 
war at that point. How could the President 
be stopped? He could not be stopped. Con- 
sider what would happen to this Republic 
If we got into that kind of conflict with 
the President In carrying out the joint res- 
olution. 

But, say some, see what the end of sec- 
tion 3 provides: 

"This resolution shall expire when the 
President shall determine that the peace 
and security of the area Is reasonably as- 
sured by international conditions created by 
action of the United Nations or otherwise 
except that It may be terminated earlier by 
concurrent resolution of the Congress." 

That would create a nice mess, would It 
not? That would be a nice portrait of the 
United States to paint before the eyes of 
the world. What havoc of disunity that kind 
of procedure would encompass. 

What Is wrong with letting the Consti- 
tution operate as written by our constitu- 
tional fathers? Why this indirect amend- 
ment of the Constitution? There are Sena- 
tors, for whom I' have deep affection, who 
become a little shaken, In our private con- 
versations, when I say, "What you are really 
seeking to do Is to get around the amending 
process of the Constitution. In effect, you 
are trying to get around article I, section 8, 
by amending the Constitution by way of a 
joint resolution.” 

I do not believe we ought to establish any 
more precedents of this kind. I do not ac- 
cept the argument that because we have 
made two mistakes in the past — we made no 
mistake in connection with the Cuban reso- 
lution; and I shall speak of that later — be- 
cause we made mistakes In the Formosa and 
the Middle East joint resolutions, we can 
make another one. Even a repetition of mis- 
takes does not create a legal right in the 
President. I do not believe It Is good legisla- 
tive process to repeat mistakes. We ought 
to stop making them. 

In effect, this Joint resolution constitutes 
an amendment of article I, section 8, of the 
Constitution, in that it would give the Pres- 
ident, In practice and effect, the power to 
make war in the absence of a declaration of 
war. It Is also important to demonstrate to 
the world, Including the free nations, that 
the Constitution of the United States Is not 
ah Instrument to be tinkered with; that the 
Constitution is a precious, sacred document, 
so far as our form of government Is con- 
cerned, and is not subject to subversion In 
the legislative process. We should never miss 
an opportunity to demonstrate this prin- 
ciple to the totalitarian nations of the world. 
We should never forget that under Fascist or 
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Communist regimes there are no rights and 
liberties of the person. 

It Is proposed, by this joint resolution, to 
subvert the Constitution. We are engaging 
In a subterfuge, so far as article I, Section 8 , 
is concerned. We should not do that. We 
should not in any resolution tinker' with the 
Constitution in respect to the powers and 
prerogatives of the President, and the limi- 
tations upon such powers and prerogatives. 

Going back to section 1 of the resolution, 

I assert again that In the language “to take 
all necessary measures to repel any armed 
attack against the forces of the United 
States,” there is no question about the In- 
herent power of the President to do so with- 
out a resolution. 

I have stated that if this proposed grant 
of power Implies that the right of the Pres- 
ident of the United States to take all the 
necessary measures to “repel any armed at- 
tack against the forces of the United 
Stajes'’— which former Secretary of State 
Dulles p,nd Admiral Radford asked for in 
1954 — Includes the authority to commit an 
act of aggression before ah act of aggression 
is committed against the United States, on 
the basis of the theory of a preventive war, 
that is a dangerous doctrine. It cannot pos- 
sibly be reconciled with the Constitution; 
nor can it be reconciled with sound national 
policy. 

I remember that in 1955 former Secretary 
of State Dulles said to. me, “Would you wait 
for the Red Chinese to strike?” 

My reply was that when I thought of the 
billions of dollars I had joined In voting 
for the defense of my country. Including 
great sums of money for intelligence serv- 
ice, If there 'were particular concern about a 
Red Chinese air base closest to the coast of 
Alaska and ouf Intelligence agency had given 
us reports as to what it had found in regard 
to the size of that Communist air armada, 

I would wish 'to believe that when the first 
Red Chinese plane left the ground and 
started for Alaska, our alerting stations and 
OUT Intelligence would be such that our 
planes would meet it before it ever reached 
Alaska. 

At that. time, I also made perfectly clear 
to former Secretary of State Dulles and 
former Chalrfean of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Admiral Radford, that under International 
law we could not possibly justify our being 
an aggressbr in the first Instance. I frankly 
stated that It 'was a risk which we must run 
In order to remain In a sound constitutional 
framework under our system of government. 

Why should we give arbitrary discretion 
to mere men who happen, to hold office at 
a given time, when the American people and 
their lives are at the mercy of the discre- 
tion of those mere men? 

One of the .great protections that the 
American people have in constitutional 
theory, under our form of government, is 
that we are a government of laws and not 
of men- Granted, we are a 'government of 
laws, it }s also true that those laws must be 
administered by men. Human failings being 
What they are, we must always keep a check 
on the exercise of the discretion of mere 
men who administer government, or we shall 
constantly run the risk of being victimized 
by arbitrary an’d capricious discretion. 

In 1955, I made clear that I had observed 
too frequently the psychology of trigger- 
happy military men, and the psychology’ of 
diplomats who convince themselves that It 
Is necessary to pull the trigger before an act 
of war has been committed against us. 

Mr. President, we like to boast — and for 
the most part our glorious history sustains 
the boast — that we are not an aggressor na- 
tion. Resolutions such as the pending Joint 
resolution, as well as the Formosa resolution 
and the Middle East resolution, frequently 
raise grave doubts among our friends in the 
free world as to whether there are not great 


differences between our theory and our 
practice. 

So, then as now, on the constitutional 
grounds to which I objected la the Formosa 
resolution, I voted against It — -as I shall vote 
against the pending joint resolution today. 

I repeat this, so that there can be no mis- 
understanding of my position: So far as the 
Inherent right of the President to meet an 
aggression in the self-defense of the Republic 
Is concerned, the pending resolution is not 
needed. The President has that Inherent right 
now, under the Constitution. But, so far as 
having any right to commit an act of war in 
the absence of an aggression, he does not 
have that right under the Constitution. The 
pending resolution cannot give it to him un- 
der the Constitution. 

Of course, we can sanction his exercise of 
that unconstitutional right. That Is what the 
Senate will be doing today In adopting the 
pending resolution. 

In constitutional effect, the Congress Is 
saving to the President, "You can go ahead 
and act unconstitutionally and we will look 
the other way,” because It is known that 
there is no existing procedure which would be 
effective by which we can check the President. 
Once the pending resolution Is adopted, the 
Senate thereby will sanction such conduct. 
There is no way to check It by taking the 
case before the U.S. Supreme Court for final 
determination of the constitutionality of this 
course of action In time to be effective. 

I am asked, “Should we not amend the 
Constitution in this respect?” 

I believe that we should amend it by clearly 
denying to the Congress the power to pass 
such a resolution as this one. Because the 
past situations such as are present in this 
case are such rarities, so extraordinary and 
so novel, I am enough of a political realist to 
know that we shall never get anywhere with 
that kind of constitutional amendment. The 
only time we become Interested In it Is when 
a crisis such as this exists. When a crisis ex- 
ists, it is so serious that people are not going 
to become interested In a very important con- 
stitutional abstraction, even though It is a 
constitutional abstraction which after all, is 
determinative, in the last analysis, of their 
rights as free men. 

In times of hysteria and high national emo- 
tionalism, it Is only human for most people, 
particularly those not sitting in the seats of 
legislative responsibility, to be willing to look 
the other way on such questions as I raise In 
this debate again this year. But I believe it 
is so dangerous to establish another prece- 
dent toward the creation of a government by 
Executive suoremacy in the United States, 
that I am willing to stand up and oppose the 
overwhelming malority against me, and take 
all the castigation and criticism which Is 
bound to be heaned upon my head, for a 
constitutional principle that I am sincerely 
convinced Is vital to the very preservation of 
this Republic. 

I am satisfied that If we continue to build 
up a wall, brick by brick, precedent by prece- 
dent, which separates the executive branch 
of the Government from the people, resulting 
in making the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment more and more inaccessible to direct 
control, we shall endanger the very survival 
and preservation of the Republic and our 
constitutional system upon which It Is based. 

Mr. President, If it Is self-defense we are 
concerned about, we do not need this resolu- 
tion. If it Is to empower the President to 
commit an act of aggression before an act of 
aggression Is committed upon us, as was the 
program In 1955, and as was openly testified 
to, let me say — I can say It now — as the 
transcript will show, by the Secretary of 
State and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff at the time, it is a dangerous prece- 
dent, a power that never should be given, 
never should have been granted by the Con- 


gress, and should not be granted now under 
the pending resolution. 

Turning to the language I have read, “to 
repel any armed attack against the forces of 
the United States,” does that mean that the 
attack must have started, or does it mean 
that all the President and his advisers have to 
conclude is that In all probability an attack 
may be made. 

That is preventive war. There is no power in 
the Constitution for the President of the 
United States to wage a preventive war. I 
cannot Imagine a set of hypothetical facts 
which would cause the President of the 
United States, the Congress, the Department 
of State, and those in the Pentagon Building 
to become alarmed about the danger of an 
attack against the United States that cannot 
be taken immediately to existing channels of 
International law. The right of national self- 
defense would still vest in the Inherent con- 
stitutional power of the President. 

The fact that we are not doing very much 
about using those channels of International 
law does not excuse us. And as we use those 
channels of International law, the Inherent 
power of the President to defend this country 
continues. With all the military might of this 
country at the present time, the world knows 
that that power of Felf-defense Is adequate to 
protect the security interests of this coun- 
try until the processes of International law 
can run their course. 

There Is no question about the meaning of 
the next four words on line 6 of page 2 clearly 
authorize — “to prevent further aggression.” 

That is when the whole realm of judgment 
upon the part of the President of the United 
States comes Into play. That Is when we sub- 
stitute the President for article. I, section 8 
of the Constitution. That Is when we say to 
the President, “You can go beyond acts of 
immediate self-defense of the Republic. You 
do not have to come to the Congress, as 
Franklin Roosevelt did after Pearl Harbor, 
and ask for a declaration of war. You can 
proceed In the exercise of your judgment to 
prevent further aggression.” 

The uninformed, unenlightened editor of 
the Washington Post who wrote that stupid 
editorial in this morning’s paper has not the 
slightest conception of the meaning of those 
words. If he had, he would not have written 
in his editorial: 

“There Is no substance in Senator Morse’s 
charge that the resolution amounts to a 
■predated declaration of war.’ ” 

***** 
There is no doubt that the language, “to 
prevent further aggression, ” rouses all the 
objections that I made In 1955 to the Formosa 
resolution. This proposal seeks to vest in 
the President of the United States the power 
to carry on a so-called preventive war. By 
preventive war, we mean making a war 
against another country because it is as- 
sumed that that country is about to make 
war, or contemplates making war, against 
the United States. Such authority is not to 
be fopnd In the Constitution. The Congress 
cannot give such authority to the President 
of the United States as far as the Constitu- 
tion is concerned. It can sanction the exer- 
cise of the authority, but the exercise of 
the authority would still be Just as much 
outside the Constitution as though the 
President acted without the joint resolution. 
The Joint resolution could never make legal 
the exercise of such authority by the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

That is not the only place In the resolution 
In which we would give to the President a 
preventive war authority. I refer the Senate 
to section 2, line 7, which provides — 

“Sec. 2. The United States regards as vital 
to its national interest and to world peace 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security in southeast Asia. Consonant with 
the Constitution — ” 

It has been agreed, by way of an amend - 
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iaer.t to the Joint resolution, that that 
means the Constitution of the United 
States — 

“and the Charter of the United Nations and 
in accordance with its obligations under tlie 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, the 
United States Is, therefore, prepared, as the 
President, determines. to take all necessary 
BtepB, Including the use of armed force, to 
assist any member or protocol state of the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty re- 
questing assistance in defense of its free- 
dom.'’ 

.Mr. President, that is an awful power to 
give to a President. If the Washington Po£t 
does not tliink that that is a predated declar- 
ation of war, the editor ought’ to start asking 
himself some questions about certain hypo- 
thetical situations. f. 

Shall we allow any President of the United 
States to decide, with no check — that Is, no 
check, for Immediate .application — -to take all 
necessary steps, including the use of armed 
forced to assist any member or protocol state 
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty requesting assistance in defense of 
its freedom? " ^ , 

We had better pause long enough to take 
a look at the nature of soijie.offhe countries 
involved, because many of the countries are 
not free countries., Many of those countries 
afe totalitarian countries. Many of those 
countries , are dictatorships. * It is wishful 
thinking to assume that it would be safe to 
give the’ President of the United States un- 
checked authority to proceed to use American 
boys in defense of those countries on the ba- 
sis cf claims that acts of aggression are being 
committed against them by some other coun- 
try, without a congressional check. Have we 
reached the point" in American foreign pol- 
icy where we are going to permit the Presi- 
dent to send. American, boys tq their death in 
the defense of military dictatorships,’ mon- 
archies, and fascist regimes around the world 
with which we have, entered into, treaty obli- 
gations involving mutual security, no matter 
what the provocatlqii and UP matter what 
wrongs they may have committed that cause 
an attack upon them? Are ^ we going to do 
that without a check of Congress bv way of a 
declaration of war? What are we thinking of? 
What, time’ factor would Justify such precipi- 
tate action? ’ t 

Mr, President, tjiis Senator will never vote 
to send an American boy to his death any- 
where In the world under any such language 
as is contained In thaf part of the joint reso- 
lution. It Is of utmost Importance that we 
surround that language with a congressional 
check. And there is none. 

One could say, as I said a few moments 
ago, “But, Mr. Senator, the Congress can ter- 
minate this authority by a concurrent reso- 
lution.”, 

I ’ have already pointed out the kind of 
hassle that such a situation would create, 
apd the hind ; i>f_disuhlty . that such action 
would produce. The American people should 
be protected from a possible abuse of the 
authority. So long as abuse of a procedure is 
possible, the procedure should be modified 
to prevent the possibility of the abuse. 

Mr. President, that Is why ft is so impor- 
tant that we hold any President — I care not 
who be ic— -to Article I, section 8, <?f the. Con- 
stitution, , m the carrying out of mutual se- 
curity agreements. We should" hold him' to 
the apprbVal of tfi'e Congress 'before tlie fact 
and not after the fact. 

Mr. Greening. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. Moese. I. yield. 

Mr. Greening. I wish the .Senator would 
discuss what seems to me the obyipug esca- 
lation of. the. war by the authority granted 
In section .2 of the joint resolution — 

“To assist apy member or protocol state of 
the Southeast Asia Collective Etefense 
Treaty.” 


, j • ■ . , s ' ’ ; • ’ » .. ’!■ 

Mr. Morse. I was about to do so. 

Mr. Greening. Hitherto we have been deal- 
ing wholly with South Vietnam. The Presi- 
dent has stated his purpose, which is quite 
evident — not to extend the war. 

In the section to which I referred we are 
Including a number of additional nations 
into which we could send our Armed Forces, 
The Joint resolution would extend the pros- 
pective war all over southeast Asia, would 
It not? 

Mr. Morse. It certainly would, with no 
check on It. 

Mr. Gruening. In other words, in effect, 
the Congress would authorise an escalation 
of the war to Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, 
North Vietnam, South Vietnam — and what 
else? 

Mr. Morse. Pakistan. 

Mr. Greening. I have in my possession, 
which I intend to present when the foreign 
aid bill comes before the Senate, a statement 
from a high official of Pakistan indicating 
that his government has no Intention of 
using the nearly $1 billion In military aid 
that we have given to Pakistan to help out 
our cause because it is needed in their pros- 
pective difficulties with India. 

Mr. Morse. The Foreign Minister of Paki- 
stan in effect made that statement in Wash- 
ington, D.C., when he addressed the Press 
Club not so many weeks ago. He was asked 
by a newspaperman at the meeting to state 
whether or not Pakistan could be counted 
upbn to be of assistance in southeast Asia. 
He said, “No.” 

He gave his reason. His reason was Paki- 
stan’s Involvement with India. Pakistan has 
no intention of responding to any calls to 
8EATO members. 

I yield further. 

Mr. Greening. It seems to me that the 
Joint resolution presents an unlimited au- 
thorization for war anywhere in southeast 
Asia, including Pakistan, which Is really not 
in southeast Asia, but which Is In south cen- 
tral Asia, and it seems to me a very danger- 
ous, unwarranted, and unprecedented action. 

Mr. Morse. Do not forget, Pakistan is a 
member of SEATO; it obligations to South 
Vietnam are the same as ours. 

Mr. Greening. Yes: but it has shown no 
disposition whatever to carry out Its obliga- 
tions under that treaty. 

Mr. Morse. That Is correct; but, she being 
a SEATO member, we would be obligated to 
go to her assistance. 

Mr. Greening. This resolution, in effect, 
Is an authorization which would be the 
equivalent of a declaration of war by the 
Congress. Would It not be? 

Mr. Morse. I think so. 

Mr. Greening. That Is one thing I am 
very apprehensive about. If we should get 
Into an all-out war, which I fear may happen, 
this resolution would be considered the au- 
thorization by the Congress to so proceed. 
Would it not? 

Mr. Morse. That is correct. 

Mr. Greening. I expressed my views on It 
yesterday. I do not at all criticize the Presi- 
dent — In fact, I think the President was cor- 
rect — for repelling the assault, whatever may 
be the background, on American vessels and 
destroying the attackers. I approve of that 
action, but the resolution goes far beyond 
such action, which apparently precipitated 
the request by the President for such a reso- 
lution, and covers the whole of the south- 
east Asia area. I distinctly disagree with the 
administration policy. 

As I have stated repeatedly, this was a 
policy which the President Inherited, and 
from which I hoped he would disengage him- 
self. He inherited It from the Elsenhower ad- 
ministration, from John Foster Dulles, when 
we picked up the fiasco the French had en- 
gaged In with the loss of over 100,000 young 
lives. We contributed vast sums of money 
to that operation. It was obviously a failure. 

Now we have escalated It, as could be fore- 


seen, and as I In fact did foretell, and as the 
Senator from Oregon foretold, into an all- 
out war in southeast Asia. Regrettably, the 
end is not yet. 1 am extremely fearful about 
the situation. 

This is a moment when patriotic passions 
are around, and it seems Indicated that we 
should do whatever the President asks. 

It Is very painful for those of us who dis- 
agree with the policy. I felt it was wrong 
In the beginning and have repeatedly stated 
for 5 months that I thought It was wrong, 
and that we should continue to try to find 
a peaceful solution; that we should take the 
Issue to the United Nations, and seek a cease 
fire. It Is, as I have said, painful not to sup- 
port the President, but I cannot do so In good 
'conscience under the blanket terms of this 
resolution. 

Mr. Morse. As the Senator knows, last 
night It was impossible for him, because of 
a previous appointment, to be present when 
I paid my high respects to him for his cour- 
age, statesmanship, and leadership in this 
matter for many months past. I said last 
night that the Senator from Alaska had put 
the issue squarely. 

Now, in a very few moments, the Senator 
from Alaska has summarized succinctly the 
major points of the address I have been 
making on the floor of the Senate the last 
hour and 15 minutes. I wish to formalize 
those points before I come to the next ma- 
jor Issue which I shall discuss In my speech. 

What I have said expresses my views as to 
the power that would be granted to the 
President in the resolution. It Is what I 
have called an undated declaration of war. 
I summarize the points as follows;. 

First, the unlimited language of the res- 
olution would authorize acts of war without 
specifying countries, places, or times. That 
language cannot be reconciled with article I, 
section 8 of the Constitution. It amounts, 
In fact as well as in law, to a predated 
declaration of war. 

Next, as I said last night, we have armed 
forces in South Vietnam, some 20,000, or 
more, apparently, with the number increas- 
ing by planeload after planeload. 

Senators can bemoan and warn against 
a land war In Asia, but the resolution would 
(put the United States in the middle of the 
Vietnam civil war, which is basically a land 
war. 

Under the resolution Congress would give 
to the President of the United States great 
authority, without coming to the Congress 
and obtaining approval by way of a declara- 
tion of war, to carry on a land war in South 
Vietnam. The choice is left up to him. 

As I said last night, the Interesting thing 
is that South Vietnam, with a population 
of 15 million, and an armed force of 400,000 
to 450,000 men, has been unable, through all 
the years of the holocaust In South Vietnam, 
to put down a Vletcong force of a maximum 
of 35,000 men. The Pentagon and the State 
Department, In testifying before the com- 
mittee, say the number probably does not 
exceed 25.000. We have to have more than 
20,000 American boys over there, to die In 
whatever numbers they are killed. In an at- 
tempt to win that war. And for whom? 

Mr. President, the leaders of this Govern- 
ment keep talking about freedom In South 
Vietnam. There Is not one lota of freedom In 
South Vietnam, for the South Vietnamese 
people, by and large, do not know what the 
word means. I quoted. In a speech the day be- 
fore yesterday, a letter I received from a Ee- 
publican Member of Congress, In full support 
of the position I have taken on this Issue. 
I paraphrase It, although the quotation Is 
already in the Record. He said that the aver- 
age man of North or South Vietnam would 
not know what democracy looked like If he 
met.it on the main street of Saigon. The dif- 
ference between their governments is like 
the difference between tweedledum and 
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tweedledee. But both are interested in the 
xuext bowl of rice. 

Tbat is why this Senator has been pleading 
for years, in connection with foreign policy, 
that the great need of the United States in 
the field of foreign policy Is to export eco- 
nomic freedom, and to stop exporting mili- 
tary aid, for °ur military aid makes Com- 
munists. Prepare the seedbeds of economic 
freedom. Unless the people are first eco- 
country and we prepare for the growth of 
freedom. Unless the people are first eco- 
nomically free, they cannot be politically 
free; and, what Is more important, they will 
never understand political freedom until 
they are first economically free. 

There Is great danger now that Con- 
gress will give to the President of the 
' United States power to carry on whatever 
type of war he wishes to wage In southeast 
Asia. That is why I said, In answer to an 
argument that was made on the floor of 
the Senate yesterday, apparently some col- 
leagues are laboring under the Illusion that 
perhaps the resolution would reduce the 
danger of fighting a land wax In Asia. There 
la not a word In the resolution that has 
any bearing on the subject. To the contrary, 
the broad, sweeping, sanction of power note 
my language, because it canont be done 
legally— the broad, arbitrary, sweeping power 
Oongres3 Is sanctioning for the President 
would In no way stop him from sending as 
many America boys as he wants to send Into 
South Vietnam to make war. 

is the Senator from Alaska has said over 
and over again, and as I have Joined him in 
saying, all South Vietnam Is not worth the 
life of a single American boy; and the killing 
of a single American boy In South Vietham Is 
an unjustified killing. It ought to stop. It 
is not going to stop until we turn our 
warmaking policy into a peacekeeping policy. 

It is not going to stop until we Insist that 
our alleged allies In SEATO come in with 
as many divisions of peacekeeping units 
as are necessary to keep the belligerents apart 
It Is not going to stop until the United Na- 
tions, under the procedures of international 
law, can come in and keep the peace and set 
up whatever controls axe needed, by way of 
United Nations trusteeships if necessary , 
to bring that war to an end. 

This result will not be achieved by uni- 
lateral military action. It makes me sad to 
have to say ft, but I am satisfied that history 
will record this horrendous mistake of the 
United States in its false assumption in the 
year 1964 that It could supplant In South 
Vietnam military control by Asiatics with 
military oontrol by the United States. 

We could never win such a war. We might 
win military victory after military victory. 
If we did riot stop the escalation, we would 
ktl millions of people, because the escala- 
tion step by step, would lead to all-out 
bombing of North Vietnam and Red Chinese 
cities. When we were through, we Should have 
killed iriiiiions, and won military victory 
after military victory, but we should still 
have lost the war. 

The Unfted States can never dominate 
and control Asia, with 800 million people 
to China klorie. That kind of war would 
create a hatred for the United States and 
for, the white man generally that would per- 
sist for centuries. Dominating Asia, after 
destroying rier cities and killing her millions 
' by bombings — that is the danger that we are 
walking into— would not make the white man 
' supreme in Asia, but only Hated. 

We know what the floods of human his- 
tory do. Eventually the white man will be 
engulfed in that Asiatic flood and drowned. 

I do not know why we should be so short- 
sighted. ft is difficult to follow the processes 
of international law. I suppose the saddest 
announcement that has been made recently 
is that of the Secretary General of the United 
Nations, Mr. U Thant, from Burma, who is 


not even a shadow of the great world states- 
man who preceded him, Dag Hammarskjold. 

He announced In Washington yesterday his 
grave doubts as to whether the Security 
Council could help resolve the matter. 

Mr. President, we will never know until 
such procedures are tried. The Secretary 
General should have been using his voice 
and his Influence to persuade the Security 
Council to carry out its obligations under 
the charter. Not a word has been heard from 
the Secretary General In regard to the power 
and authority for the General Assembly of 
the United Nations. 

The Secretary General knows the power 
of the General Assembly if the Security 
Council is incapacitated by a. Russian veto, 
d repeat what I have said for many months 
past on the floor of the Senate. I wish to put 
Russia on the spot. Let her exercise her veto, 
if she dares. The rest of the world will be her 
ludee We did not find her following that 
■course In the Middle East, or in Cyprus, or 

in the Congo. . 

I was highly disappointed by what I con- 
sidered to be the abdication of leadership 
and responsibility on the part of the Secre- 
tary General of the United Nations in the 
unfortunate statement he made in Washing- 
ton yesterday. 

The next point I wish to make, by way of 
summary, is that the fear expressed by some 
Senators in this debate against involvement 
in a land war means no more than the reser- 
vation expressed in 1954, that we should 
not become militarily involved in South Viet- 
nam. We did not Intend then to do any of 
the things we are now doing in South Viet- 
nam. We did not intend then to do any of 
pression of intention in 1954 came to naught. 
This policy is sucking us into military in- 
volvement deeper and deeper, and will con- 
tinue to suck us in, under this resolution, 
deeper and deeper. 

Mr. President, you and I will be gone in 
a few years; but I am satisfied that the end 
of the road that we are traveling today will 
be the engulfment and drowning In world 
history of the Influence of the white man 
in Asia, if we follow this course of action. 

I despair frequently at the fact that so 
often people In positions of responsibility are 
inclined to think only of the present, and not 
a century hence. Yet, when we are dealing 
with matters of foreign policy and the roots 
of peace or war, we need to remember that 
the seed we plant today, be it a seed of peace 
or seed of war, is the seed that will finally 
come to fruition in a blossoming plant, per- 
haps a 100 years hence. 

I say most respectfully and sadly that In 
my Judgment, in this resolution, we are 
planting seeds not of peace, but of war. Those 
who will follow us in the years to come will 
cry out In anguish and despair In criticism 
over the mistake that was made In 1964 when 
the Joint resolution was passed. 

Why do we do It? I do not know. We are 
dealing here basically with a civil war be- 
tween conflicting forces in South Vietnam. 
So many in this debate have overlooked the 
geographic problem. Let us not forget that 
prior to the Geneva accord of 1954 North 
Vietnam and South Vietnam were one peo- 
ple. One could go Into North Vietnam to- 
day, after he had been In Saigon, .and think 
that he was still in South Vietnam. He would 
feel the same way If he first went to North 
Vietnam and then to Saigon. They are the 
same people. Unfortunately, as a result of the 
partition under the Geneva accord in 1954, 
they were divided into two countries. North 
Vietnam and South Vietnam. 

Many of the people In South Vietnam who 
are Involved In this civil war have close rela- 
tives in North Vietnam. One reason why the 
military dictator-puppet whom we are sup- 
porting In South Vietnam, Khanh, is having 
bo much difficulty with the mass of the peo- 
ple— and he Is having a serious difficulty — 
in his Insistence that he must stage a blood 


bath In North Vietnam. He will never get the 
support of the people, because a blood bath 
would kill the relatives of hundreds of thou- 
sands of people in South Vietnam; and vice 
versa. 

It Is a tragedy that the Vietcongs try to 
subvert Soutli Vietnam, but that is a real- 
ity. The solution is not the exercise of mili- 
tary might. As a critic of De Gaulle on many 
points, I say that the sad fact is that the 
De Gaulle solution Is far superior to the 
American solution. The solution is a political 
and economic solution, not a military solu- 
tion. De Gaulle is right. We should go to the 
conference table. We should not take 
the American position that we will go to 
the conference table only after we dominate 
the battlefield. 

If we ever establish that principle, we shall 
have assassinated the rule of law as an in- 
strumentality for settling disputes among na- 
tions. If we ever take the position that we 
must first dominate the battlefield, that we 
must be In control, that our orders must be 
carried out, then going to a conference table 
will mean only that the dominating author- 
ity tells the others at the conference table 
■ what, in effect, Adlai Stevenson unfortunate- 
ly said in the sad speech he made some weeks 
ago before the Security Council— that, in 
effect, we are going to do what we think is 
necessary, and the others can like it or not. 
When he did that, as I said, he extinguished 
his lamp of world statesmanship. 

We cannot follow the theory that under- 
lies the present policy of our Government; 
namely, that until we first dominate the 
battlefield, we will not follow De Gaulle's 
suggestion to settle this dispute at the con- 
ference table. De Gaulle is right. This prob- 
lem will never be settled except by a political 
and economic settlement. It can never be 
settled by the imposition of the military 
might of the United States upon Asia. 


Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in de- 
bating the Angolan issue this week, we 
did not plead ignorance. We tried to find 
out the facts, both in regard to the com- 
peting political consideration in Angola 
and in regard to the amounts of money 
potentially involved. We knew there was 
money in this bill headed for Angola, if 
the executive had had its way. To argue 
that it was not specifically earmarked for 
Angola and, therefore, we could not get 
at it — as some did— while arguing that 
there was, indeed, money in the Defense 
appropriation bill that could be used for 
Angola, was to admit either legislative 
impotence or legislative complicity, I am 
proud to say that such a position was un- 
acceptable to a majority in the world’s 
most powerful legislative body. 

In refusing to vote more money for 
the covert funding of paramilitary ac- 
tivities in Angola and environs, we have 
rejected the road to another Vietnam. 
We have only to listen to the global con - 
frontation terms used to describe what 
is at stake there. This is the rhetoric 
that led us into Vietnam. 

Further, we have rejected insofar as 
Angola is concerned the closed system 
under which so many fateful foreign and 
defense policy decisions have been made 
by a few men in the executive branch and 
even fewer men in Congress. This is an 
important precedent. The Senate has in- 
dicated today that it ft fed up with “for- 
eign policy by contingency fund.” As a 
body, it insists upon being involved in de- 
cisions to spend millions of dollars 
abroad covertly, after such funding has 
been “authorized” by the 40 Committee 
or some other secretive executive group. 
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To sum up, Mr. President, we have 
sent some important messages today. We 
have rejected a world view that sees 
every foreign conflict in “United States 
versus them,” Americans versus Russian 
terms. We have tried to evaluate our An- 
golan policy in the context of more rele- 
vant political and geographical realities. 

My colleague, John Tunney, has 
performed historic and effectual work on 
this vital matter, providing real leader- 
ship. So have Senators Clakk, Brooke, 
Kennedy, Humphrey, Javits, Weicker, 
Percy, and others, it has been a reward- 
ing experience to work with them. 

I thank Bill Jackson, of my staff, for 
his able aid to me. 

We have reminded the executive 
branch that Congress will play a large 
role in determining the policies of this 
country, as, indeed, the people want us 
to do— not to mention the constitutional 
obligations placed upon the legislature. 
And, very importantly, we have recog- 
nized through five days of debate that 
we have to improve the internal pro- 
cedures of the Senate to insure that the 
whole body can fully debate all issues of 
great consequence to their nation’s se- 
curity. 

Mr. President, in trying to group the 
complex historical and political context 
Of the current Angolan conflict, I asked 
my staff to develop information briefs 
for me. I want to especially thank Ms. 
Emily Thurber for her work in this re- 
gard; it was grounded in actual experi- 
ence in Africa for many years. 

To accomplish all of these tasks, Mr. 
President, a vigorous free press was in- 
dispensable. I ask unanimous consent to 
place in the Record an article by John 
Averill in the Los Angeles Times, and 
articles by David Binder and Sy Hersh in 
the New York Times. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

[From the Los Angeles Times] 

Senate Foes of Angola Aid Optimistic 
(By John H. Averill) 

Washington. — Senate critics of U.S. In- 
volvement In Angola expressed cautious op- 
timism Wednesday night that the Senate 
will vote to block further military aid to 
ant'-Sovlet factions in the West African 
nation. 

“I think we have the votes to win as of 
now," said Sen. Alan Cranston (D-Callf.), 
who has helped revive the Senate’s Vietnam 
era antiwar coalition into a bloc opposed to 
further U.S. involvement in Angola. 

Cranston expressed that outlook In an in- 
terview after Ford Administration supporters 
blocked until today a vote on an arms-cutoff 
amendment. 

The amendment, sponsored by Sen. John 
V. Tunney (D-Callf.) , would deny the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency funds to finance 
military assistance to two Angolan factions 
opposing a third faction that is strongly 
supported by the Soviet Union and Cuba in 
a civil war. 

Tunney, Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey (D- 
Minn.) and other critics of the Administra- 
tion’s Angolan policy said it could lead to 
another Vietnam-type commitment by the 
United States. 

In an emotional arm-waving speech, 
Humphrey said that until recently the United 
Stas.es was spending only $150 million a year 
on all kinds of assistance to the entire con- 
tinent of Africa. 


“Then in one month, we are going to put in 
$60 million in Angola to chase the Russians 
out,” said Humphrey, a one-time staunch de- 
fender of UJS. involvement in Vietnam. 

A better way to counter the Russians, he 
said, would be to use trade leverage, such as 
grain sales, to force them to withdraw from 
Angola. 

As a substitute for the Tunney amendment, 
Senate Minority Whip Robert P. Griffin (R. 
Mich.) offered a proposal that would prohibit 
the vise of U.S. military or civilian forces In 
Angola but would not affect CIA spending. 

"Cuba has sent thousands of well-trained 
soldiers to Angola," Griffin said. He told the 
Senate that those forces, armed with massive 
supplies shipped In by Russia, have been 
largely responsible for gains by the Soviet- 
backed Angolan faction. 

"I agree that we ought to slam the door 
and keep It closed on the use of any U.S. 
military or civilian forces In Angola," Griffin 
argued. “But do you want to close the door 
on CIA flexibility? Is there no way that we 
can assist the majority of people In Angola 
who are resisting Soviet Imperialism?” 

Sen. Dick Clark (D-Iowa) said the Griffin 
amendment did "asolutely nothing about 
military assistance and CTA activities.” 

At the White House, Dep. Press Secretary 
William I. Greener said the Ford 'Administra- 
tion has no intention of sending either mili- 
tary or civilian advisers to Angola. 

“There are no U.S. government-sponsored 
advisers in Angola.” he said under question- 
ing. “Nor do we contemplate any form of 
U.S, combat Intervention there.” 

Tunney Introduced his amendment after 
the Senate wrangled behind closed doors for 
three hours about the extent of CIA Involve- 
ment in Angola, a former Portuguese colony. 

Emerging from the closed session, Tunney, 
Humphrey and others said they were able 
to learn very little about the extent of CIA 
spending In Angola. The reason, they ex- 
plained, was that Sen. John L. McClellan (D- 
Ark.) , chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee one of the very few people In 
Congress who Is privy to the CIA budget, 
interpreted Senate rules as barring him from 
disclosing highly secret national security In- 
formation. 

Taking Issue with McClellan’s rule inter- 
pretation, Tunney told reporters : 

"I feel the Senate has an Inherent right in 
closed session to obtain secret Information 
which one or more senators may obtain as a 
result of their position on a Senate commit^ 
tee.” 

Tunney originally proposed cutting $33 
million out of the Pentagon budget which 
he said he had reason to believe was ear- 
marked for CIA operations in Angola. But he 
dropped any dollar figure after Humphrey 
said he understood that there was $750 mil- 
lion in the Pentagon budget that could be 
tapped by the CIA. 

Tunney offered his amendment as a rider 
to a $112.3 billion defense appropriations bill. 
Any Angolan amendment that the Senate 
might adopt would have to be approved by 
the House. 

[From the New York Times] 

Early Angola Aid by United States 
Reported 

(By Seymour M. Hersh) 

Washington, December 18. — The Ford Ad- 
ministration’s Initial authorization for sub- 
stantial Central Intelligence Agency finan- 
cial operations Inside Angola came in Janu- 
ary 1975, more than two months before the 
first significant Soviet build-up, well-in- 
formed officials report. 

It could not he learned on what specific 
basis the agency approval to deepen Its clan- 
destine Involvement In Angola at that point, 
but William E. Colby of Central Intelligence 
told a secret Congressional hearing two 


months ago that the January increase in 
C.I.A. activity was needed to match increas- 
ed Soviet activity. 

The Soviet Union has been involved In 
Angola since 1956 but, according to well- 
informed American intelligence officials, did 
not substantially increase its support for 
one of the liberation armies In Angola until 
March and April of this year. At that time 
at least two shiploads and two planeloads of 
Soviet war materiel were sent. 

Told of the Administration’s decision, of 
January, 1975 a number of Government of- 
ficials and lawmakers contended that It was 
impossible without more Information to de- 
termine whether the subsequent Soviet 
build-up had been purely aggressive and 
expansionist, as Secretary of State Henry A. 
Kissinger and others have contended, or 
whether It might have been in part a Soviet 
response to the action by the United States. 

$300,000 FOR ROBERTO 

The Administration’s high-level intelli- 
gence-review panel, known as the 40 Com- 
mittee, discussed Angola at its January 
meeting— the first such discussion of the 
African nation since the mld-1960’s, officials 
said. They said the group agreed to permit' 
the C.I.A. to provide $300,000 clandestinely 
to Holden Roberto, the leader of one of 
three factions now seeking control of 
Angola. 

At the time, Mr. Roberto, whose links with 
the C.I.A. began in 1961, was on a $10,000-a- 
year agency retainer for “intelligence col- 
lection,” the officials said. Mr. Roberto leads 
the National Front for the Liberation of 
Angola, which also has been aided by Zaire 
and China. 

During the same 40 Committee meeting 
In January, the officials said, the C.I.A, un- 
successfully also sought authority to pro- 
vide a $100,000 subsidy secretly to Jonas 
Savimbl, leader of the National Union for 
the Total Independence of Angola. 

At the time, the movements led by Mr. 
Roberto and Mr. Savlmbi — since merged — 
were trying to negotiate a settlement with 
the Popular Movement for the Liberation of 
Angola, a third liberation group, which has 
been supported by arms and aid from the 
Soviet Union since its formation in 1956. 
Those talks failed. 

There was a sharp division today among 
Government officials and some lawmakers 
about the significance of the 40 Committee's 
decision in January to increase the funds 
available to Mr. Roberto. 

LINK TO MOBUTU SEEN 

Some officials belittled its importance and 
argued that the funds, which reportedly were 
not meant for direct military support, were 
supplied merely to reassure President. Mobutu 
Sese Seko of Zaire that the Ford Administra- 
tion was not going to permit the Popular 
Movement to win the Angolan civil war. Mr. 
Mobutu, who Is Mr. Roberto’s father-in-law, 
was an: early advocate of American interven- 
tion. 

Many others. Including Senators and Rep- 
resentatives who have had access to secret 
C.I.A. briefings on Angola, believe that dis- 
closure of the January decision to increase 
the American involvement raises new ques- 
tions about which nation — the United States 
or the Soviet Union — initiated what inside 
Angola. 

“I think it’s very important,” one well- 
informed official acknowledged. “That money 
gave him a lot of extra muscle. He’d been 
sitting In Kinshasa for nearly 10 years and 
all of a sudden he’s got a lot of bread — he 'a 
beginning to do things.” 

Since the early 1960's, Mr. Roberto had 
maintained his headquarters in Kinshasa, 
the capital of Zaire. 

The official’s point was that the C.I.A. 
source of the revitalized flow of funds for the 
Roberto movement would be quickly per- 
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ceived by the Popular Movement and its 
Soviet supporters. 

The disclosure further contradicts the In- 
sistence of Secretary Kissinger in Senate 
testimony that is still secret that the State 
Department's Bureau of African Affairs had, 
in effect, withheld information about Angola 
from him early this year. He suggested that 
the bureau had done so in an effort to limit 
the options available to the Ford Adminis- 
tration. 

In January Mr. Kissinger was Secretary 
of State and also President Ford's adviser on 
national security. As adviser, he was chair- 
man of the 40 Committee when the decision 
was made to increase greatly the C.I-A. cash 
subsidy to Mr. Roberto. 

BEHIND THE DECISIONS 

In an extensive recounting of Washing- 
ton’s Angola decision-making, well-informed 
officials also made these points: 

C.I.A. statistics as of early last month show 
that the agency had paid #5.4 million to 
chip what was listed as $10 million in arms 
to Angola between late July and October. 
The high shipping costs were described by 
many knowledgable officials as evidence 
that the agency had been systematically 
underestimating the value of the weapons 
shipped thus far, in an effort to make the 
United States role appear as minimal as 
possible. 

The Intelligence agency was explicitly au- 
thorised by President Ford on July 27, 1975, 
to begin a $500,000 Information program In- 
side Angola as part of a 40 Committee de- 
cision to begin major shipments of United 
States arms there. 

The precise date of the 40 Committee’s 
meeting in January, 1976, could not be 
learned, but January was a pivotal month in 
Angola. 

JOINT POLITICAL PACT 

On Jan. 5, leaders of the three liberation 
movements met in Kenya and signed a politi- 
cal accord that was viewed as paving a way 
for Independence for the Portuguese terri- 
tory. On Jan. 10 Portugal formally agreed to 
grant .Independence In Angola In the follow- 
ing November. 

On Jan. 31 the three liberation movements 
agreed to share cabinets posts and power 
equally with a Portuguese contingent until 
the formal date of independence. 

The three liberation movements further 
agreed to prepare for and hold national elec- 
tions for a constituent assembly. Those elec- 
tions were never held, however, as the coali- 
tion dissolved over the next few monhts and 
warfare broke out. 

American officials were interviewed re- 
peatedly by correspondents of The New York 
Times in recent weeks, but none suggested 
what Mr. Colby and other C.I.A. officials have 
said In recent secret briefings in Congress — 
that Soviet buildups In Angola before this 
year were in any way a factor in the subse- 
quent United States decision to intervene 
directly In July 1S75 with shipments of arms 
and aid. 

100 TONS OF ARMS 

More than 100 tons of arms were reported 
to have been landed by Soviet planes in 
southern Angola and the Congo in March 
and April. It was these shipments, American 
officials have contended up to now, that led 
to rapid military advances by the Popular 
Movement and the subsequent decision by 
Secretary Kissinger and President Ford to 
intervene directly. 

Throughout the spring, a number of of- 
ficials have said, the C.I.A. lobbied intensive- 
ly for a larger United States role in Angola, 
justifying Its agrument on Increased Soviet 
activities. Specifically, the C.I.A. was seeking 
high-level approval to begin supplying funds 
directly to Mr. Savimbl. 

The matter was discussed at a 40 Com- 
mittee meeting in June, officials said, with 
no resolution, although a full-scale National 


Security Council study of the Issues and the 
various options was authorized. 

It was at this point. State Department 
sources Bald, that opposition to further 
United States involvement v/as repeatedly 
raised by Nathaniel Davis, then the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State for African Affairs. 

Mr. Dayls, who resigned in protest over 
the Administration’s policies on Angola, is 
now Ambassador to Switzerland. He explicit- 
ly argued in June that the decision by the 
40 Committee to support both Mr. Roberto 
and Mr. Savlmbi would be perceived as an 
escalation by the Soviet Union and lead, in 
turn, to even more Involvement by the Rus- 
sians. 

IN CONTROL OF LUANDA 

Following the National Security Council 
review, officials said, the 40 Committee met 
on July 17, 1975. By then the Popular Move- 
ment, using the Soviet supplies shipped since 
March, had seized firm control of Luanda, 
Angola’s capital, and had won significant 
victories elsewehre. 

The Popular Movement was claiming con- 
trol of ll of Angola’s 16 provinces. 

The 40 Committee authorized the follow- 
ing steps : 

The direct shipment of arms to the forces 
led by Mr. Savimbl and Mr. Roberto and the 
replacement of arms that had been previous- 
ly supplied and would continue to be sup- 
plied by Zaire and Zambia, the two neigh- 
boring African nations that supported the 
American intervention. It was agreed to per- 
mit Zambia and Zaire to provide as much 
non-American equipment as possible at first 
In order to minimize the overt link with the 
United States. 

Exposure through information programs 
and other means of the Soviet arming of the 
Popular Movement, with emphasis on the 
possible embarrassment of .African nations 
relaying the Russian arms or in other ways 
serving as conduits for such aid. 

The use of an Information program to 
build the abilities and integrity of the forces 
controlled by Mr. Savimbl and Mr. Roberto. 

The dispatch of cash In two stages of 
Angola, with $6 million to be expended in 
Stage 1 and $8 million in Stage 2. The signi- 
ficance of the two-tiered approach has not 
been made clear by the sources. 

Ford Supporters Start Filibuster for 
Angolan Aid 
(By David Binder) 

Washington, December 18— The Ford Ad- 
ministration sought today to reach a com- 
promise with the Senate that would allow 
the United States to continue covert sup- 
port operations In the Angolan civil war. 

The move was Initiated by Senator Robert 
P. Griffin, Republican of Michigan, after John 
L. McClellan, chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee, failed to induce Presi- 
dent Ford to concur in a system that would 
enable the Congress to play a larger role in 
deciding on such secret operations. 

On Senator Griffin’s invitation, Secretary 
of State Henry A. Kissinger conferred with 
about 25 leading Senators on an arrange- 
ment that would end the present stalemate. 
A filibuster is being conducted in the Senate 
against an amendment that would immedi- 
ately cut off funds for assistance to two An- 
golan factions. 

NO MEETING OF MINDS 
Emerging from the meeting, Mr. Kissinger 
said that it had not been “a meeting of 
minds,” but that he was taking the Senate 
leadership’s proposals to Mr. Ford. 

Senator John Tuniiey, a California Demo- 
crat, who is leading an attempt to cut off 
all funds for Angola, said he intended to push 
for the cutoff tomorrow. 

“Nothing is acceptable that won’t result 
in a cutoff of all funds for military aid to 
Angola,” he said. “I don’t want to see more 
money down this rathole.” 


The filibuster began about 2 P.M. when 
Senator Mike Mansfield, the Democratic ma- 
jority leader, requested a vote on the cutoff 
amendment submitted by Senator Tunney 
and 12 others. 

Senator McClellan, the Arkansas Democrat 
who has been managing the $112 billion de- 
fense appropriations bill, slipped out and tele- 
phoned President Ford, appealing for his ap- 
proval of a procedure Involving Congress in 
the funding of covert operations. 

The funds for the Angola operations have 
come out of the defense appropriations, ac- 
cording to officials of the Central Intelligence 
Agency in testimony before a Senate com- 
mittee. 

According to other Senators, Mr. McClellan 
proposed that in future requests for covert 
funds, the President should first seek the 
approval of the Appropriations Committee 
and, upon approval, the request would go di- 
rectly to the full Senate. 

Under the present system the Administra- 
tion simply Informs Senator McClellan and 
his minority colleague on the Appropriations 
Committee, Senator Milton R. Young, Repub- 
lican of North Dakota, and they either ap- 
prove or disapprove without any further air- 
ing In committee or in the Senate as a whole. 

A White House spokesman, William I. 
Greener, said President Ford had discussed 
the proposal with Senate McClellan, but “no 
arrangement could be reached.” 

As the filibuster by conservative Senators 
wore on, Mr. Kissinger arrived at the office 
of Hugh Scott, the Republican Minority 
Leader from Pennsylvania, and agreed to 
provide the leadership with more informa- 
tion about the Angola situation, as well as 
the Administration’s view on the covert op- 
erations, on which $33 million has already 
been spent. 

KISSINGER CONVEYS OFFER 

After two hours of discussion, Mr. Kis- 
singer promised to convey a refined com- 
promise proposal to the President and to re- 
turn tomorrow with a response. The com- 
promise was described by a Senator as in- 
volving a. concurrence of the Senate in a $10 
million increment for Angolan aid, after 
which the Administration would have to ob- 
tain regular Senate approval of any further 
funding. 

The Administration is seeking $28 million 
ill additional funds for the Front for the Na- 
tional Liberation of Angola in the north and 
the National Union For Total Independence 
of Angola In the south. The two groups are 
opposing the Popular Movement for the 
Liberation of Angola, which has the support 
of the Soviet Union and has established a 
government in Luanda, the capital of the 
former Portuguese colony. 

The total aid projected by the Administra- 
tion for Angolan aid this year comes to $60 
million. 

But, the Central Intelligence Agency's con- 
tingency funds for covert activity are said to 
total only $50 million, of which two-thirds is 
already exhausted, either through expendi- 
tures and commitments. 

It is the belief of Senator Tunney and his 
Senate allies that by amending the defense 
appropriation to bar further covert expendi- 
tures it can deny the C.I.A. the capacity to 
continue Angola operations. 

The Tunney forces showed their strength 
early in the afternoon in defeating a sub- 
stitute amendment by Senator Griffin that 
would have allowed the covert operations to 
continue. The vote was 72 to 26. 

This left the pro-Administration Senators 
with the filibuster as their only weapon, 
made more effective by the nearness of the 
Christmas holidays and the desire of a num- 
ber of Senators to go home tomorrow or 
Saturday. 

Senator Tunney and some of his allies said 
they were determined to force a resolution of 
the issue, even if it meant staying in Wash- 
ington. several said they believe they had the 
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60 rotes needed to bring about cloture, end- 
ing the filibuster and compelling a vote on 
-the cutoff amendment. 

It was this threat, according to Adminis- 
tration officials, that caused Secretary Kis- 
singer and the White House to agree to the 
compromise attempt. 

While the Senate prepared for its third day 
of debate on the Angola issue, the House In- 
ternational Relations Committee approved 
an amendment to the foreign assistance bill 
that would require the Administration to 
clear future Angola expenditures with the 
Congress. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIo/ 
31— PROVIDING FOR A CONI 
TIONAL ADJOURNMENT OF CC 
GRESS 

MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Uask 
that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
81 , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
current resolution will be stated m title. 
r rhe legislative clerk read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. fees. 81) 
providing for the adjournment of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. /without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
Immediate consideration of the concur- 
rent resolution ; 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. : 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 7 
Mr. ROBERT C.'.BYRD./Mr. President 


'here being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report, as fol- 
lows\ 

Joiner Explanatory Statement of the 
Committee op Conference 
The idanagers on the part of the House 
and the senate at the conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the amend- 
ments of the. House to the bill (S. 2327) en- 
titled “An Adt to suspend sections 4, 6, and 
7 of the ‘Real'Hstate Settlement Procedures 
Act of 1974’ “Asubmit the following joint 
statement to the House and the Senate in 
explanation of thV effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying Conference report: 

TRUTH-IN-LENDING DISCLOSURES 

The Senate bUl contained a provision not 
in the House amendments which would 
authorize the Federal Reserve Board to re- 
quire the disclosure of ill or a part of the 
information required in The Truth -In-Lend- 
ing Act at or prior to the time a written com- 
mitment to make a real estate loan was is- 
sued. The conference repor\ does not con- 
tain the Senate provision. 

The conferees believe that, the advance 
disclosure of truth-in-lendlng ^information, 
which has been provided as page\three of the 
RESPA statement, has been useful to con- 
sumers. With the repeal of sectiomS of RES- 
PA, there is doubt whether the Federal Re- 
serve Board of Governors retains Uhe au- 
thority to require advance disclosure of 
truth-in-lending information. The conferees 
believe that continuation of some fotm of 
advance truth-in-lendlng disclosure in' -con- 
sumer real estate transactions has mRrit. 
However, this question was not treated fin 
hearings and neither of the banking commit- 
tees has had an opportunity to consider the 


ivjA . uvjjmn a iwiucu, rees nas nau an opportunity to cousiuer wie 

I ask unanimous consent Ahat the order details of such disclosure. The conferees be- 


for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING '.pFElCER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered' 

Mr. MANSF'IELD. ^Mr. President, I 
withdraw my request to proceed to the 
consideration of the concurrent resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYfoD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous con c /ent\that Mr. Prox- 
mire may proceed fqr 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING -OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. \ 

Under the order di procedure, tire con- 
current Resolution/ Is laid agide tempo 
rarily. 

The Senator 


lieve that rather than include a truth-in- 
lending provision in this Act, the appropriate 
committees should consider the question 
early in 1976, and recommend legislation ay 
the earliest feasible time. / 

COMPLETION AND INSPECTION OF SETTLEMENT 
FORM IN ADVANCE / 

The Senate bill contained a provision/not 
in the House amendments which would re- 
quire the settlement agent to complete the 
uniform settlement form one business day 
prior to the day of settlement and to make 
it available for inspection by the Borrower. 


\ 


nized. 


A 


The conference report contains /the Sen- 
ate provision in amended form, tfhe provl- 
, * slon as revised makes clear that ahe obliga- 

im Wisconsin is recog- of “A settlement agent t6 make the 

T settlement form available prior to settlement 

Is to be triggered by the request of the 
borrower and that the agent’s-sole obligation 
Is to make available only that Information 
which is known to him at ti/e time of disclo- 
sure. The amended language also makes clear 
that the information is <ffily required to be 
made available sometime during the business 
day Immediately preceding the settlement 
day. / 

William Rroxmire, 

John Sp^kmak, 

A. Williams, 

Bob Pa^kwood, 

Jake uarn. 

Managers on pie Part of the Senate. 
y S. Reusb, 

J iam A. Barrett, 

iam S. Moorhead, 
rt G. Stephens, Jr., 
and J. St Germain, 

1 Brown, 
r H. Rousselot, 
n the Part of the House. 


REAL ESTATEf SETTLEMENT PRO- 
CEDURES Act Amendments— 

CONFERENCE REPORT ’ 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, V sub- 
mit a report oi the committee of confer- 
ence on S. 2337, and ask for its immedi- 
ate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Helms) . The report will be stated by title. 

The second assistant legislative cleik 
read as follows: T 

The committee of conference on the dis\ 
agreeing Votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S 
2327) to Suspend sections 4, 6, and 7 of the 
"Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act of 
1974,” wiving met, after full and free con- 
ference/ have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to then respective Houses this 
rejiort/slgned by all the conferees. 

Th/ PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
conference report? 


larly. The Senate is not in orler. The 
Chair has plenty of time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. But Senators 
who have airline reservations do not 
have plenty of time. I hope Members will 
accede to the request of the Cpair that 
there be order in the Senate, .yo that we 
can get on with the business./ 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I do not 
believe that the Members At the rear 
of the Chamber have beery able to hear 
the Chair. I wonder if the Chair would 
repeat the request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator would speak to/them personally, 
the Chair would appreciate it. 

Mr. NELSON. Members at the Repub- 
lican cloakroom side Apparently have not 
heard the request, back by the entrance 
door and on my left. I wonder whether 
the Chair would/speak a little louder 
or ask them to /turn on their hearing 
aids again. / 

The PRESSING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin may try to pro- 
ceed now. j 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The conference re- 
port is on /he Real Estate Settlements 
Procedures/ Act which we acted on a few 
days ago.., There were two amendments 
that we/passed. The first amendment, 
the Hoi/se agreed to, we receded in the 
Senate/ on providing a modified 1-day 
advaiyce disclosure of settlement charges. 
On the second amendment, the Senate 
receded in the truth-in-lending area. We 
thmk we can work that out a little later 
oi y. I think the conference report, as 
agreed to, is one that is very close to the 
fill as it passed the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

'he conference report was agreed to. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senatoy will be in order. The Chair so- 
licits the cooperation of Senators. Staff 
members are asked to cooperate simi- 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

8 l-\PROVXDIN G FOR ADJOURN- 
MENT OF CONGRESS 

Mr. IS^ANSFIELD. Mr. President, I re- 
new my Yequest that the resolution on 
adjournment be laid before the Senate. 
It is my -intention, if it is agreed to, to 
hold it at h^e desk pending an appro- 
priate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the current resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved by tfik Senate ( the House of 
Representatives concurring) , That when the 
two Houses adjourn im Friday, December 19, 
1976, they shall stanck adjourned sine die or 
until 12:00 noon on \,he second day after 
their respective Members are notified to re- 
assemble in accordance with section 2 of this 
resolution, whichever evefft first occurs. 

Sec. 2. The Speaker of nje House of Rep- 
resentatives and the President pro tempore 
of the Senate shall notify the Members of 
the House and the Senate, Respectively, to 
reassemble whenever, in theily opinion, the 
public interest shall warrant it\or whenever 
the majority leader of the Senate and the 
majority leader of the House, acting jointly, 
or the minority leader of the Senate and the 
minority leader oif the House, actirig jointly, 
file a written request with the Secretary of 
the Senate and the Clerk of me House that 
the Congress reassemble for consideration of 
legislation. 

Sec. 3. During the adjournment of 
Houses of Congress as provided in sectiofe 1 , 
the Secretary of the Senate and the Clark 
of the House, respectively be, and they here.- 
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by are, authorized to receive messages. In- 
cluding .veto messages, from the President of 
the United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. And the date? 

The legislative clerk read: 

When the tVo Houses adjourn on Friday, 
December 19, 19^5. 

■ Mr. MANSFIELD. Yesterday, ' we 
agreed to January^- 

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator yield 

right there? \ 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. CURTIS. What\® the status of 
any similar resolution m^the House of 
Representatives? 


The legislative clerk read as follows : 

A resolution (S. Res. 336) to authorize 
James Sstep, Senate Computer Center, and 
Harold W. Needham, Superintendent, Sen- 
ate Service Department, to appear as wit- 
nesses in the case of Common Cause, et a!, v. 
Benjamin Bailar, et al. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr.* MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
want at this time to bring to the atten- 
tion of the Members of the Senate the 
legal proceeding brought by Common 
Cause to have the court declare the 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes 
Mr. WEICKER. The Senator say<$ 
this will be held at the desk pending an\ 


tills Will De neiu ao me ucait \ m mis ca^e, w/ummun vduoc 

appropriate time. Why is this not an Venaed Senate records, including: 

nwu nAmnlol'lltc TXtrhVl TARf 


appropriate time? 

. Mr. MANSFIELD. We want to make 
sure that the Senate is not caught short 
again, as it was my first year as the ma- 
jority leader, when the House passed an 
adjournment resolution, left the city in 
a hurry , and left us with a pack of ex- 
tensive legislation on oUr desks. 

Mr WEICKER. I thank the Senator, 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Would It not be true, I 
fisk the distinguished majority leader, 
that if we were to pass this legislation 
and send it over to the House, then we 
could be in the situation that the ma- 
jority leader has just described, because 
both Houses do have to pass that ad- 
journment resolution? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct, but 
if we passed it and went out, which we 
never do, then the House would have to 
take What they were given, as we were 
given by the House some 16 years ago. 

Mr, GRIFFIN. Earlier, when the ma- 
jority leader presented the resoluton, I 
put In a quorum call because I wanted to 
send for the minority leader and let him 
know that the Senator was calling this 
up. If he cannot come to the floor, I take 
it frpm the statement of the majority 
leader that he would consult with the 
minority leader before he would take it 
from the desk and consider it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Oh, yes, indeed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the concurrent 
resolution. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to 


might take at this time with respjCt to 
these legal proceedings and the court or- 
der granting the discovery sought by the 
Common Cause subpenas. Basically we 
have three alternatives. One,® to com- 
ply with the demands of thfe subpenas 
pursuant to the court’s ord£r. A second 
is a contempt proceeding? against the 
Senate documents and /■testify as de- 
manded. The third is/ to attempt to 
achieve a compromise with Common 
Cause. In deciding which alternative to 
adopt we are guideu by the following 
considerations. / 

The facilities d'f the Senate Service 
Department and'Senate Computer Cen- 
ter are utilized/oy the Senate, its Mem- 
’ tees for many types of 
official business, including information 
on the statife of legislation, internal ad- 
ministrative records, information re- 
trieval systems for individual Senate of- 
fices, and the printing and addressing of 
questionnaires, newsletters, and reports 
sent Out by Senators and Senate commit- 

In no case are Members of the Senate 

'Sftet; "The "complatate' with respect to ori Senate 
violations of the frank received by the these Senate facilities P 
Select Committee on Standards and Mrsonal ^^“^t/^S^ Ire suto 
Conduct and their disposition, advisory/ Senate and Senate * f th “c- 

opinion, given by the committee^nd # of these 

facilities. For these reasons, the Senate 
originally asserted its constitutional 
privileges with respect to the Senate rec- 
ords subpenaed by the plaintiffs, in this 
litigation and also its objection to any 
attempt to obtain such records by sub- 
penas requiring that these documents 


Mr. MANSFIELD. We haWot receiv- Cause to ha ve the court declare tne ter arc tvo^of 

assist. «*«,», M » m «on 

the leadership’s intention to hbld it at 

the desk. . \ . , . 

Mr. WEICKER. Will the Senatoi\yield 
for a question? \ 


face because according to Common 
Cause it disadvantages challengers to 
incumbents seeking reelection to Con- 
gress, uses taxpayers’ dollars for a non- 
public purpose and discriminates against 
other users of the mails. 

For discovery and evidence purposes 
in this case, Common Cause has sub- 


staff— b'dth written and oral— and inter- 
pretive memorandums prepared for com- 
mittee useX. as well as testimony /con- 
cerning matters conducted by the' com- 
mittee in executive session; / 

Second. Senate Computer Ceiiter rec- 
ords including the User’s Quide and 

computer programs which /show how c^V'/mnlovers con 

names and addresses of f/anked mail be produced by Seriate ’ 
recipients are developed,' how those tnrytoVbe exp: re,sc >rc ler of the^Senato 

names are categorized* aiid the group- as f ao/^nnted bv t he senate on Octo- 
ings into which the na^es can be sep- and f October^ U 1974 re- 

orated. work orders f/r>ddress labels ber 9, 1974, and October 11, lto4, 

• -•.•/-■.-A J-. 1 — spectively. 

In administering the use of these and 
other Senate facilities and services, the 
primary criterion is the size of the popu- 
lation of the State of the Member, al- 
though under the rules, regulations, and 
practices of the Senate Members from 


and records which disclosA the number 
of franked mail labels printed for the 
use of each Senator, the categories of 
names maintained on the Senate com- 
puter by each Senator, the mihiber of 
names in each Category, the codeXjesig- 

nation for each category; and \ prai ;rJt.rm»TZrte7woM-ioi 
Third. Senate Service Department smaller ™ a Z, f ac mties~ than 

records of the number of franked mlfl ately greater use of: iuch faefliUes 
pieces scnt'by each Senator, work oraeto Members from larger ^s.^KView^f 
from eac^t Senator reflecting the number Vecords reflecting toe use o j these Senate 
of newsletters printed and copies of all Hmts indicates that 93 percent of tne 


J£E 


AUTHORIZATION FOR APPEARAN 
OF WITNESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
gpnrj to the desk a resolution with the 
concurrence of toe distinguish/d Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania, the Republican 
leader, and me. This is a matter which 
was discussed at toe Democratic confer- 
ence on Thursday last and'which I be- 
lieve was discussed likewise by the Re- 
publicans. I ask that itbe read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the resolution. 


newsletters printed. 

Cotomon Cause contends that the 
frank is used for mass mail material that 
is pblitical In nature and for particular 
mailings that it says are targeted to 
special interest groups very much like 
■Campaign literature is. Common Cause 
/ has told the court that the Senate docu- 
ments it seeks will show that what it has 
discovered so far is a very widespread 
practice. 

A three -judge court found that the 
documents were relevant to Common 
Cause’s case, rejected toe Senate and 
House claims of privilege, and ordered 
that the documents must be produced 
with toe identity of individual Senators 
not disclosed as far as it is possible to 
achieve this result without unduly ham- 


UliilO ^ ^ r 

Sbnate mailed less than two pieces of 
mail under frank per voting age constit- 
uents, during the general election year 
1974 According to toe records of these 
units. The seven Members of the Senate 
who sen tk out two or more mailings per 
voting agXponstituent in 1974 were from 
States whidh fall in toe lowest popula- 
tion category/. 

Furthermore 82 Members of toe Sen- 
ate sent out les\ than one piece of mail 
per voting age Constituent under the 
frank in 1974, according to these records. 
In comparing 1974 election year mailings 
to 1973 mailings, the average increase in 
number of pieces of man/ was 31.6 percent 
for candidates and 60.4 Went for non- 
candidates, according to data computed 
by the Senate computer. TWs Senate rec- 


achieve tnis resuiu wiurju v uiiuuijf 110 . 1 * 0 .- uj — -- — \ , 

pering the full and expeditious processing ords also show that of the dix Senatore 
nf the lawsuit mailing the largest volume oT franked 

We have given consideration to the mail, two were candidates tor r/election 
alternative courses of action the Senate and defeated, and toe mailings of the 
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